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Abstract 
Evaluating School Climate, Teacher Self-Efficacy of Implementation Practices and 
Student Outcomes Within a Multi-Tiered Framework of Instruction 
 
Laura Elizabeth Venello 
Drexel University, December 2017 
Chairperson(s): Dr. Constance Lyttle, Dr. Mary Jean DeCarlo, Dr. Bridget Blakely 
 
As the U.S. Congress continues to increase its demand for accountability and 
student outcomes, school districts are finding unique ways to meet these challenges in 
education reform.  The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) stresses closing the 
achievement gap for students who are disadvantaged and have high needs.  The act calls 
for the use of evidence-based intervention models to positively affect student outcomes.  
Some schools have responded to this challenge by implementing multi-tiered learning 
strategies that contain the core components as described in the Individuals With 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  Some schools are successful with the use of these 
multi-tiered learning models, while others are not.  Perhaps the difference in success is a 
result of the influence of other variables found within the learning environment.  
Research indicates school climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices 
are major factors in student outcomes and are often the target of school reform. It is 
easier to evaluate concrete variables that affect the learning environment, and it is more 
difficult to evaluate and alter those that are abstract and more subjective.  However, if 
schools are able to alter their school climate and change teacher self-efficacy, 
theoretically, student outcomes would change.  This case-study involved an evaluation of 
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school climate as mediating the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student 
outcomes in two elementary schools located in an urban New Jersey public school 
district.  Each program was located within the same district and accessed the same multi-
tiered learning framework of instruction and RTI consultant, but different student 
outcomes resulted. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH 
Introduction to the Problem 
As U.S. Congress continues to enact legislation that focuses on student outcomes, 
school districts are responding to the challenge with varied instructional reform 
initiatives.  Moreover, to ensure students in need of additional academic supports are 
receiving instructional methods that are research-based and have been validated to 
increase the acquisition of skills, Congress signed into policy the Every Student Succeeds 
Act (ESSA), which ties funding to the use of such methods (New Jersey Department of 
Education, 2015).  Increasing student knowledge and skill acquisition has remained a 
primary goal of school systems and educators.  A result of the increased and required 
accountability is that school leaders are turning to research-based educational initiatives, 
such as multi-tiered frameworks of instructional support, to effect student outcomes 
(Ravitch, 2010).   
The Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004 made several 
significant changes to the regulations of IDEA 1997.  The changes within IDEA 2004 
revised the IDEA 1997 specific learning disability (SLD) eligibility determination 
mandate and prohibited states from requiring school districts to use a discrepancy 
formula.  According to Yell (2016), “States could allow or require that schools use a 
process that determined whether a student responded to scientific, research-based 
interventions.  This procedure, which became known as Response to Intervention (RTI) 
was adopted by many states and school districts” (pp. 69–70).  School districts that 
develop a multi-tiered framework of instructional support, such as RTI, must include the 
following core components: (a) procedures to determine that students were provided with 
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appropriate scientific research-based instruction in general education; (b) a database 
progress monitoring system to continually track how students are responding to 
instruction; (c) scientific research-based interventions to address the needs of students 
who do not respond to instruction and are placed in special education; and (d) procedures 
for informing students’ parents about the time and nature of student performance data 
that is collected, information about general education services, and research-based 
strategies that will be used to increase a student’s rate of learning (Individuals With 
Disabilities Act [IDEA], 2004).  Additionally, these changes were made as a proactive 
school-wide approach to adapting instruction to meet the needs of students and avoid 
academic difficulties for all students related to continuous academic failure while 
increasing skill acquisition (Donovan & Cross, 2002).   
In the Memorandum to Chief State School Officers, the Office of Special 
Education and Rehabilitation Services (2008) identified core characteristics of an RTI 
system, (a) high quality, research-based instruction in general education; (b) continuous 
progress monitoring; (c) screening for academic and behavior problems; and (d) multiple 
tiers of progressively more intense instruction.  Researchers have supported the use of an 
RTI system for early identification of students with academic difficulties to provide 
effective instruction and improve student outcomes (Johnson, Mellard, Fuchs, & 
McKnight, 2006).  This system also provides a decision-making process supported by 
continuous progress monitoring of skills closely aligned with the desired student 
outcomes (Johnson et al., 2006). 
School leaders are looking to ensure academic supports are implemented in a 
framework that involves assessment data to identify academic discrepancies, provides an 
3 
organized systematic approach of high-quality instructional support, and tracks student 
progress with ongoing student monitoring.  Therefore, school leaders are turning to RTI 
frameworks of instruction to meet the demands of educational legislation.  These 
frameworks screen all students for academic discrepancies, use the screening data to 
prescribe interventions, and monitor student progress.  The use of the components of an 
RTI framework have been shown to positively affect student outcomes.  Implementing an 
RTI framework with fidelity is essential to ensure the instructional support is working as 
designed.  School leaders implementing RTI want to ensure intervention fidelity; 
therefore, these leaders are looking to improve teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices (Batsche et al., 2005; Berkeley, Bender, Peaster, & Saunders, 2009). 
Specifically, RTI is a framework that includes a multi-tiered intervention 
approach to instructional support, which most commonly has three tiers of increasing 
interventions and provides services and interventions to all students with initial 
identification and ongoing monitoring of student needs with the use of universal 
screenings (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007).  Intervention or instruction provided in the first tier is 
typically delivered in the general education setting and follows research-based 
instructional strategies (Mellard, Byrd, Johnson, Tollefson, & Boesche, 2004).  Universal 
screenings and ongoing progress monitoring tools are used to monitor student growth and 
to identify students who need additional interventions.  Students not responding to the 
instruction provided in the first tier, as identified through universal screening measures, 
receive supports supplemental to the instruction occurring in Tier 1.  In this second tier of 
the framework, students receive targeted interventions via specifically differentiated 
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instructional strategies based on the outcomes of their ongoing assessments (Fuchs & 
Fuchs, 2007).    
States have the authority to require the data from an RTI framework mandatory 
for referral to the special education department, but federal regulations do not require the 
data. The 2004 regulation allows, but does not require, for part of the evaluation to 
include the data from an RTI framework to determine whether a child responded to the 
high-quality, research-based interventions (IDEA, 2004).  When a district decision to use 
the data from an RTI framework occurs, RTI teams often use the data from students who 
are not responding to the interventions throughout the second tier as the initial 
documentation to continue with referral to the special education department or to make 
eligibility decisions.  Tier 3 intervention strategies do not differ drastically from 
interventions in Tiers 1 and 2, but are more intensive in their delivery (Fuchs & Fuchs, 
2007).  While an RTI framework provides increasing instructional support intended to 
increase the acquisition of skills (Castro-Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014; Van de 
Pol, Volman, & Beishuizen, 2010), other variables contribute to student outcomes.   
Brookover et al. (1978) identified and outlined several variables that contribute to 
student academic success and the acquisition of skills, such as instructional strategies, 
classroom resources, school culture and climate, socioeconomic status, gender, race, and 
previous school experiences for both the student and the student’s parent or guardian.  
Although many of these variables may directly or indirectly affect student outcomes, 
significant empirical research supports school climate and culture as a factor in student 
outcomes and the acquisition of skills (Hoy, Tarter, & Kottkamp, 1991).  Mellard (2010) 
also highlighted the effect teacher implementation practices may have on the intended 
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outcome of the RTI framework.  Relatedly, Hussa et al. (2010) affirmed an effective RTI 
framework relies on teacher instructional delivery that is implemented as it was designed.  
With student outcomes directly linked to teacher evaluations, understanding the 
relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student outcomes will continue to be a 
focus of educational research (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Nunn, Jantz, & Butikofer, 2009; 
Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009).   
As school districts must all respond to legislation-derived educational reform, 
some districts are successful with the implementation of RTI, while others are not.  In 
fact, school climate and culture and teacher perceived self-efficacy of implementation 
practices sometimes differ among each school within the same school district (Hoy et al., 
1991; Mellard, 2010).  A case-study evaluating these variables––school climate, teacher 
perceived self-efficacy, and student outcomes––provided data regarding the differences 
in outcomes of the RTI framework of instruction.  An in-depth understanding of the 
differences in outcomes provides the opportunity to develop strategic action plans, which 
will guide the district as it improves the variables that are altering the strength of the 
program’s intended outcomes.  If school leaders can alter their school climate, leading to 
altered teacher self-efficacy, a positive change in student outcomes will result.   
The following chapter provides the foundation for the constructs of school climate 
and culture, teacher perceived self-efficacy of implementation practices, and the 
conceptual framework.  These sections further illustrate the variables when evaluated by 
universal screening scores in an RTI framework of instruction.   
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Statement of the Problem to be Researched 
 With the educational mandates within certain states that require a multi-tiered 
learning approach, a focus on increasing skill acquisition, and increased student 
outcomes, educational initiatives need to be supported and implemented with success.  
Researchers have focused on the effectiveness of RTI components individually, but not 
the effectiveness of the RTI process integrated framework as measured by student 
achievement (Freiberg, 1999; VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Gilbertson, 2007).  Within the 
evaluation of RTI as an integrated process, one must include the various and ever-
changing variables that affect the school learning environment.  Given the vast 
differences within the learning environment, it is difficult to provide a concrete 
understanding of the variables that may directly or indirectly influence programs intended 
to increase student outcomes.  A significant amount of empirical evidence pertains to 
various characteristics of school climate and culture that affect student outcomes 
(Brookover et al., 1978).  Research supports successful implementation of new research-
based instructional practices, such as those found within the framework of RTI, occur 
when teachers perceive they already possess the skills and support needed for instruction 
or that they will receive training to gain skills and have ongoing support (Castillo et al., 
2010).  Moreover, researchers demonstrated how school climate and culture can 
influence teacher morale, energy levels, and ultimately student achievement (Watson, 
2001).   
One of the core characteristics of an RTI framework is the monitoring of student 
progress and growth over time, which schools rarely evaluate in relation to current school 
climate and culture.  Therefore, evaluating student growth as measured by a Fall 2016 
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and Winter 2017 RTI universal screening score in relation to school climate and culture 
and teacher perceived self-efficacy of implementation practices from the same timeframe 
allowed for real-time analysis.  Additionally, comparison of these variables from each 
school allowed for strategic planning of proactive approaches for altering school climate 
and teacher perceived self-efficacy to enhance the RTI framework of instruction currently 
in place in both schools that influences student outcomes.   
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
Purposes Statement 
Purchase, adoption, and implementation of RTI frameworks of instruction require 
a significant investment of time and money.  Given the level of investment school 
districts make, fiscally and with personnel training, to implement an RTI framework of 
instruction, it is imperative to identify and explore any variable that may alter the strength 
of the program on student outcomes.   
Significance of the Problem 
With the numerous variables that may affect student outcomes, school leaders are 
focusing their approach to reduce negative effects.  To address increased student 
achievement, aligned with increasing accountability measures, school leaders are turning 
to research-based, tiered-learning instructional frameworks, such as RTI.  School leaders 
are also looking at a complex variable that has been proven to affect many aspects of the 
learning environment, school climate, and culture.  A positive school climate has been 
recognized as an important target of school reform.  A positive school climate improves 
outcomes for students, reduced discipline issues, and reduces rates of teacher burnout 
while increasing levels of commitment and collegiality among teachers and support staff 
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(Bradshaw, Wassdorp et al., 2010; Thapa, Cohen, Guffey, & Higgins-D’Alessandro, 
2013; Thapa, Cohen, Higgins-D’Alessandro, & Guffy, 2012; Zakrzewski, 2013).   
Although a complex variable, empirical evidence demonstrates school climate and 
culture can affect many elements of the learning environment.  Although no universally 
agreed upon core defines school climate and culture, a distinction exists between school 
climate and school culture; school climate refers to the essence of an organization’s 
personality (Hoy et al., 1991).  The National School Climate Council (2012) defined 
school climate as “norms, values, and expectations that support people feeling socially, 
emotionally, and physically safe” (p. 4).  
The significance of addressing the referenced problem while evaluating student 
growth versus student achievement is to better illustrate theories of school climate, 
teacher self-efficacy of perceptions of implementation practices, and student outcomes.  
This case-study provided an in-depth understanding of an issue affecting student 
outcomes.  As an integral part of addressing the issues one school building has, in 
comparison with another, with student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction, I 
evaluated the “what” or possible cause.  This evaluation was based on the literature that 
supports school climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices as major 
factors that affect student outcomes.  This case-study demonstrated that real-time analysis 
of the effect school climate has on teacher self-efficacy and student outcomes is an 
economical and efficient option for schools, via the many assessment modalities readily 
available in electronic format that provide data necessary for strategic planning.  This 
study’s findings have the potential to reinforce research that supports RTI as an effective 
framework of instruction and provide data that support the ongoing development of a 
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positive school climate as a mediating variable on teacher self-efficacy and student 
outcomes.  Additionally, I evaluated the importance of school climate related to teacher 
self-efficacy and student outcomes in an intervention framework that is often used to 
support “at-risk” students.  This topic is highly relevant in the field of education and 
significantly contributes to this area of research.   
The purpose of this quantitative case-study was to evaluate the phenomenon of 
differing student outcomes of two elementary schools within the same district in an RTI 
framework of instruction by evaluating school climate, teacher perceived self-efficacy of 
implementation practices, and student outcomes.  To complete this study, two elementary 
schools within an urban school district in New Jersey using the same RTI framework of 
instruction and accessing the same RTI consultant completed surveys regarding school 
climate and teacher perceptions of implementation practices.  The researcher collected 
the universal screening scores from all students in each school, in Grades 1 to 5, from the 
Fall 2016 and Winter 2017 universal screening assessments.  The study findings provide 
in-depth data to better understand the phenomenon and provide recommendations that 
address improving school climate and culture, which influences teachers’ perceived self-
efficacy of implementation practices and student outcomes.   
Research Questions Focused on Solution Finding 
RQ1:  What is the perception of school climate as measured by the OCDQ-RE in 
each school?  Is there a statistically significant difference in school climate, as 
measured by the OCDQ-RE, by school? 
RQ2:  What is the perception of implementation practices as measured by the 
Perception of Practices survey in each school?  Is there a statistically significant 
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difference in perceptions of implementation practices, as measured by the OCDQ-
RE, by school? 
RQ3:  Is there a significance between the perceptions of implementation 
practices, as measured by the Perceptions of Practices Survey and school climate, 
as measured by the OCDQ-RE? 
RQ4:  Are there statistically significant differences in ORF scores and MCF 
scores as measured by Universal Screening for Grades 1–5, by school, over time?	  
Conceptual Framework 
 Schools with healthy climates are described as promoting high academic 
standards, having open leadership, and maintaining collegiality among staff.  Schools 
with these types of climates are also found more conducive to student success (Hoy et al., 
1991).  School climate is an extrinsic motivator that affects teachers, and therefore 
influences student outcomes.  The conceptual framework for this study was primarily 
based on Hoy and Miskel’s organizational behavior in schools and Bandura’s social 
cognitive theory. 
Researcher’s Stance 
 As an educator, the researcher understands the constructs of instructional fidelity.  
Working with at-risk students for 10 years as teacher accountability increased, the 
researcher experienced several shifts in instructional paradigms intended to improve 
instructional practices.  Professional development opportunities provided research-based 
instructional practices to be implemented in the classroom.  Although these instructional 
practices were shown to be effective at increasing student outcomes, without 
implementation fidelity of the practices, they were not as effective as intended.  Without 
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ongoing support for the implementation of these practices, the researcher and her 
colleagues were unable to provide instruction as these practices were designed.  
Therefore, they were not truly implementing the research-based instructional practices 
and the students were not receiving the instruction they needed to improve.  Student 
outcomes did not improve as the research-based instructional practices intended, and the 
administration moved on to a different research-based instructional approach.  The 
change did not alleviate the problem, because the problem was not the instructional 
approach.  The problem was the lack of fidelity resulting from lack of educator support 
with regards to implementation.  The shift to a different research-based approach caused 
more confusion among staff, increased teacher workloads without administrative support, 
and decreased teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices.  The lack of 
understanding of correct implementation of the newest instructional approach resulted 
from swift changes in instructional approaches.  The decision to change instructional 
approaches was often made without teacher feedback and lead to a lack of teacher buy-in.  
This change affected teacher morale and the overall school climate and culture.   
 Throughout her career, the researcher has participated in several instructional 
shifts that never achieved the intended effect on student outcomes.  This lack of change 
was not a result of the instructional strategies used in the classroom, but rather a direct 
result of the lack of fidelity during implementation.  The lack of fidelity was because of 
the lack of teacher self-efficacy, teacher buy-in, and changed school climate.  The 
researcher used an RTI framework of instruction with her students and experienced the 
success that the core components of the framework had with the students when the 
researcher had the resources and support to implement with fidelity.  The concept of this 
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study was initiated after the researcher’s experience as an educator.  The researcher was 
unable to implement the program as designed, because of a lack of support for the 
framework after the first year of the initiative.  The school reduced resources and teachers 
were expected to modify the components to fit a reduced budget of time and money.  
This reduction lead to infidelity of the instructional framework, as the school cut corners 
to continue with the framework as best as possible for the students.    
Conceptual Framework of the Study 
Hoy and Miskel (2013) explored theory, research, and practice associated with 
organizational behavior and student outcomes.  Expanding on the existing research, Hoy 
and Miskel further supported the relationship between school climate and student 
outcomes with a more recent body of evidence finding school climate as a significant 
factor influencing student outcome (Hoy & Tarter, 2008; Miller, 1993; Sergiovanni, 
2001; Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1993).   
Bandura (1977) explored teacher perceptions of self-efficacy encompassing 
individual attention, memory, and motivation.  Further exploration of the topic lead to an 
explicit definition of self-efficacy, Bandura stated, “beliefs in one’s capabilities to 
organize and execute the course of action required to manage prospective situations” (p. 
2).  Bandura (2011) further described the four main sources of influence for developing 
and maintaining self-efficacy.  Some researchers stated teachers’ perceived self-efficacy 
regarding an RTI framework of instruction may influence student outcomes (Stuart, 
Rinaldi, & Higgins-Averill, 2011).  Figure 1 displays the progression as school climate 
affects teachers’ perceived self-efficacy of implementation practices and the possible 
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relationships that exist between school climate, teacher self-efficacy perceptions, and 
student outcomes.  
 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework. 
Definition of Terms 
• Academic intervention: a strategy used to teach a new skill, build fluency in a 
skill, or encourage a child to apply an existing skill to new situations or 
settings (Wright, 2012).  
• Accommodation: a modification that makes learning accessible to the student, 
while allowing the student to demonstrate his or her knowledge (Goodman, 
2011). 
• Climate and culture: refers to the shared norms and values found within the 
morale of those within the building and the affect the perception of the 
behaviors of those within the building has on student growth (Hoy et al., 
1991). 
• Closed climate: a school environment where the principal is distrustful, 
unsupportive of faculty, and rules with full authority.  The faculty is apathetic, 
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self-involved, uncaring of colleagues and students, and unwilling to accept 
responsibility of duties.  Both principal and teacher behaviors are guarded and 
closed from the other (Hoy et al., 1991).  
• Elementary school: prekindergarten to eighth grade.  For the purposes of this 
study, the term elementary refers to a school that enrolls and assesses students 
in Grades 1 through 5.  
• Growth: the growth between the fall universal screening score and the winter 
universal screening score in the same academic year.  
• Healthy school climate: All levels of staff are collegial and function 
successfully together to meet internal needs while collectively handling 
external forces.  A combined effort exists to make progress towards a defined 
and accepted mission (Hoy et al., 1991). 
• Implementation: a set of purposefully and specifically designed activities to 
put into practice with all activities used as originally designed and intended 
(Meyers, Durlak, & Wandersman, 2012). 
• Math computational fluency (MCF): the assessment that measures conceptual 
understanding of mathematics concepts. 
• Multi-Tiered Instructional Framework:  a core of research-based instructional 
elements provided in the context of a tiered-learning framework.  The tiered-
learning framework provides different levels of instructional interventions at 
each tier. Students enter the tiered framework through universal screening and 
fluidity among tiers is based on progress monitoring (Hoover & Patton, 2008). 
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• Open climate: a climate where the principal is supportive of teachers while 
accomplishing specific learning objectives.  The principal is respectful of 
time, does not burden teachers.  The faculty is respectful, collegial, and 
supportive of each other, while focusing on student-centered objectives (Hoy 
et al., 1991). 
• Oral reading fluency (ORF): the assessment that measures accuracy and 
fluency with grade level text.  
• Perceived self-efficacy: belief in one’s ability to organize and execute the 
course of action required to manage prospective situations (Bandura, 1977).  
For the purpose of this study, teacher perceived self-efficacy was assessed 
using the Perceptions of Practices Survey.  
• Professional development: intensive, data-driven, long-term activities 
designed to provide educators with the knowledge and skills required to 
provide students with the skills needed to succeed (Goodman, 2011). 
• Progress monitoring: RTI Action Network (2014) describes progress 
monitoring as an assessment of student performance that quantifies the 
student’s responsiveness to academic interventions.  
• Research-based instruction: instructional practices that withstand the test of 
standard scientific testing practices.  These practices are effective at 
increasing academic achievement and the acquisition of skills (Goodman, 
2011).  
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• Response to intervention (RTI): RTI Action Network (2014) is a multitier 
approach to the early identification and support of students with learning and 
behavior needs. 
• School climate: set of internal characteristics that differentiate one school 
from another and influence the behavior of its members.  School climate is 
interpreted as organizational “personality” (Hoy et al., 1991).  For the 
purposes of this study, school climate is teacher-centered.  
• School culture: the school’s unwritten rules and traditions, norms, and 
expectations, including the member’s collective behaviors and habits (Hoy, 
1990).   
• Student growth: a measurement of change between two points in time.  For the 
purposes of this study, student growth referred to the percent of normal 
growth determined by calculating the difference between the fall and winter 
universal screening assessment.  
• Student growth percentile: a measure of growth of an individual student 
calculated by comparing the change in his or her achievement on state 
standardized assessments from one year to the student’s “academic peers” 
(http://www.state.nj.us/education/AchieveNJ/teacher/SGOOverview.pdf).  
• Universal screening assessment: the first step in identifying the students who 
are at risk for learning difficulties and ongoing progress monitoring 
assessment.  This screening is a mechanism for assessment of focused skills 
(Jenkins, Hudson, & Johnson, 2007). 
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Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations  
Assumptions 
I made several assumptions regarding this study.  The first assumption was that 
teachers are implementing RTI interventions as prescribed within the framework of data-
driven decision making.  The second assumption pertained to the teachers’ awareness of 
their decision-making process relating to the procedures within an RTI framework to 
prescribe and implement interventions.  The third assumption was that teachers were 
honest in reporting their knowledge on the Perceptions of Practices Survey.  The fourth 
assumption was that the teachers were aware of their school climate.  The final 
assumption was that the teachers would be open regarding their climate when they 
completed the Organizational Climate Descriptive Questionnaire (OCDQ).   
Limitations 
 I acknowledged a few limitations during this study.  The population of the study 
to gather school climate and perceptions of implementation practices data was limited to 
those teaching Grades 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 of two small elementary schools.  The population 
did not include student, administrator, or parent perceptions.  Additionally, the study was 
limited to voluntary responses for both surveys.  A small sample size provided data for 
this study.  The sample population was small but appropriate for the study to address the 
specific school climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices of each 
school.  Although appropriate to address the specific research questions, the sample size 
limited the statistical analysis techniques applicable to the data.  The researcher only 
collected the school climate and Perceptions of Practices survey data from teachers once, 
which limited the data of the school climate and the perceptions of implementation 
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practices to the specific time period with which it was completed.  The researcher did not 
invite administrators or paraprofessionals to complete the Perceptions of Practices 
survey.  Although this process provided an understanding of the school climate and 
teacher perceptions of implementation practices at the time of completion, it did not 
account for the continuous change in school climate and the change in perception of 
ability after training.  The study was limited to the results of the universal screening 
scores from Fall 2016 and Winter 2017.   The researcher accepted all test results 
regardless of variances that may have resulted from assessment administration.   
Delimitations  
 I intentionally left out teacher demographics to comply with the administration of 
the OCDQ-RE and the Perceptions of Practices Survey.  Anonymity was required during 
administration of both tools.  Additionally, anonymity promotes honest answers from 
participants regarding their perception of the school climate and their self-efficacy of 
implementation practices.  The OCDQ-RE and Perceptions of Practices Survey only 
required participants to connect their responses to their school, providing an overall 
school climate score and overall teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices score 
for each school building.  The participants were not linked to specific grades or groups of 
student outcomes scores.  Therefore, school climate scores, perceptions of practices 
scores, and student outcomes could not be linked for statistical analyses.  The use of 
descriptive and inferential statistics allowed for analyses and identification of practical 
significance regarding the OCDQ-RE and Perceptions of Practices Survey and student 
outcomes in each school.  
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Summary 
This chapter pertained to the introduction of the study and the statement of the 
problem.  The researcher presented an overview of school climate, teacher perceived self-
efficacy, and student outcomes.  Additionally, the researcher clarified the purpose of this 
study.  The chapter also included research questions, which served as a guide for the 
study.  The conceptual framework outlined the rationale and provided justification for the 
study.  The chapter provided definitions of terms and clarity for terms specific to the 
nature of this study.  The chapter ended with a review of the assumptions, limitations, and 
delimitations of the study.     
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CHAPTER 2: THE LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction to Chapter 2 
 The purpose of this quantitative study was to evaluate school climate, teacher 
perceived self-efficacy, and student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction.  The 
researcher searched relevant literature using EbscoHost Education Research Complete, 
SAGE Premier Journal, and Drexel Library databases.  Search terms included school 
climate, school culture, teacher self-efficacy, organizational climate and culture, student 
growth, student outcomes, teacher accountability, multi-tiered support system, and 
Response to Intervention.  Although significant research supports school climate as 
significantly affecting student outcomes (Hoy & Tarter, 1997; Miller, 1993; Sergiovanni, 
2001; Wang et al., 1993), limited research ties school climate to teacher self-efficacy and 
student growth in an RTI framework of instruction.  The researcher and district director 
were interested in understanding why two elementary schools located in the same public 
school district in New Jersey that accessed the same RTI framework of instruction had 
different student outcomes.  Many variables influence the learning environment.  Teacher 
accountability has increased, which adds complex stressors to the workplace.  School 
climate has also been affected by the increased accountability on the principal as the 
instructional leader.  In context, teachers’ perceived self-efficacy is shaped by the support 
from their environment, which affects their implementation practices and fidelity of RTI.  
These factors directly and indirectly influence student outcomes.   
The chapter contains three main themes and the literature review addresses, 
21 
1. A historic exploration through organizational climate and culture and school 
climate and culture theory, leading to the literature relevant to the study on 
school climate; 
2. The RTI framework of instruction for academic student outcomes, developed 
to influence student outcomes positively; and 
3. How school climate affects teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices, 
which influence student outcomes.  
Literature included in this chapter defines student outcomes.  The researcher reviewed 
teacher accountability with literature specific to New Jersey’s teacher accountability 
system.  Examining literature related to teacher self-efficacy provided research that 
supports teacher self-efficacy as a progression of school climate.  The results of this study 
were intended to add new empirical evidence to the field of educational leadership 
regarding the complexities of school climate.  The purpose of this chapter is to present a 
historical context of the literature regarding school climate as mediating the relationship 
between teacher self-efficacy and student outcomes.    
Literature Review 
Organizational Climate and Culture 
School climate developed from organizational climate.  Early organizational 
psychologists used a psychological lens to separate organizational climate from 
organizational culture (Argyris, 1958).  Researchers further defined organizational 
climate as the sum of perceptions of the members of the organization (Argyris, 1958; 
Likert, 1967; Schein, 1965).  Additionally, researchers suggested the climate of an 
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organization affects workplace outcomes, including employee satisfaction and level of 
employee commitment (Argyris, 1958; Likert, 1967; McGregor, 1960).   
Early researchers examined the climate created by different leadership styles and 
the outcomes resulting from the variances in leadership (Lewin, 1951; Lewin, Lippitt, & 
White, 1939).  They further provided a differentiation between the climate at the 
organizational level and the climate at the individual level.  Although most research was 
empirically based, Lewin and Stringer (1968) provided a comprehensive overview of the 
conceptualization and operation of climate that set the foundation for future research.   
Researchers continued to focus on the individual level and organizational 
outcomes that resulted from various climates (Schneider, 1990).  To validate climate as 
an objective organizational property, a distinction between psychological climate and 
organizational climate was necessary.  Psychological climate is when the climate is 
analyzed at the individual level, and organizational climate is when the climate is 
conceptualized and studied as an organizational variable (L.R. James & Jones, 1974).  
These differentiating views of climate assessment, from individual climate assessment to 
organizational climate consensus assessment, have affected the framework of assessing 
and improving climate that should be used in an organization.  At the individual climate 
level of assessment, evaluation of the level of which individuals agree on the climate is 
used to measure the quality of the climate (James, 1982; Lindell & Brandt, 2000).  
Evaluating climate at the school-level, climate is assessed by ratings given by the 
participants in the school.  This process allows for interrater reliability (Nunnally, 1967).  
School climate is best measured with ratings by the participants of the school. 
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Defining and measuring climate continued to be the focus of many studies.  
Organizational climate is measured by a consensus of perceptions of the individuals 
within the organization, demonstrating a shared perception (L.R. James et al., 2008; 
Schneider, 1990).  In the 1960s, researchers demonstrated a renewed interest in school 
environment.  Halpin and Croft (1963) initially referred to the school climate as the 
“organizational climate of school”.  Interested in contributing to the research on school 
climate, Halpin and Croft developed the OCDQ.  The questionnaire defined four 
characteristics of teacher behavior (Halpin & Croft, 1963): 
1. Disengagement: uncommitted to the task, 
2. Hindrance: teachers perceive they are burdened by paper work and other non-
instructional activities, 
3. Esprit: satisfaction with social and professional needs and accomplishments, 
and 
4. Intimacy: positive relations with colleagues. 
Additionally, the questionnaire defined four characteristics of principal behavior (Halpin 
& Croft, 1963): 
1. Aloofness: principal keeps social distance from faculty and staff, 
2. Production emphasis: principal does not incorporate faculty feedback and 
gives little latitude, 
3. Trust: acts as a role model for the type of behavior expected in the school, and 
4. Consideration: relates well to faculty and responds to their needs. 
Along with the model of Tagiuri’s school climate characteristics that illustrate the 
relationship between school climate and student outcomes, Brookover et al.’s (1978) 
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Watershed study solidified a comprehensive assessment of school climate (Anderson, 
1982).  Continued interest in, and the measurement of, school climate resulted in revision 
of the original characteristics and questionnaire.   
Hoy and Clover (1986) revised the characteristics of the OCDQ.  The taxonomy 
of their teacher and principal behavior characteristics include the following (Hoy & 
Clover, 1986).  
1. Supportive Principal Behavior 
2. Directive Principal Behavior 
3. Restrictive Principal Behavior 
4. Collegial Teacher Behavior 
5. Intimate Teacher Behavior 
6. Disengaged Teacher Behavior 
A pilot study of the updated OCDQ in elementary schools resulted in additional changes.  
The revisions resulted in changes to the OCDQ that refined the evaluation process of 
school climate in elementary schools, known as the Organizational Climate Descriptor 
Questionnaire-Revision Elementary (OCDQ-RE; Hoy & Clover, 1986).  Hoy et al. 
(1991) continued to contribute to this growing body of research with additional 
frameworks of school climate in Open Schools/ Health Schools Measuring 
Organizational Climate.  Since 1991, researchers have used the OCDQ-RE to gather 
valid and reliable data to evaluate school climate.   
School Climate and Culture Theory 
School climate evolved from organizational climate and culture theories.  In 1908, 
Perry penned a book for other school administrators.  In The Management of a City 
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School, Perry acknowledges the many variables that affect student outcomes, while 
emphasizing the importance of school climate and culture. 
Although it is quite impossible to reduce to any mathematical ratio the extent to 
which pupils are affected by the quality of their material environment, 
nevertheless it must be admitted that they are distinctly influenced by their 
surroundings, and that it becomes a duty of the school to provide something more 
than mere ‘housing’. (Perry, 1908, p. 303)  
 
 Dewey (1916/1966) identified the importance of the social groupings formed in 
school and one’s need to be an accepted.  Dewey also described the lifelong influence the 
social climate and culture of the group could have on the individual.  Durkheim (1961) 
supported previous research that school climate and culture affects the life and learning 
of the students within the school.  As the theory evolved, the need to evaluate school 
climate and culture responded with the rise of systematic, empirical studies based on the 
evaluative methods associated with industrial and organizational research (Thapa et al., 
2013).  To evaluate the influence school climate and culture has and to account for the 
variations in student outcomes, interest in research in school processes increased 
(Anderson, 1982; Kreft, 1993).  Researchers often describe the evaluative measures of 
school climate and culture using various terms: elements, dimensions, and characteristics.  
Tagiuri (1968) defined climate as four distinct characteristics, noting that the breakdown 
of climate characteristics is similar to that of early personality descriptors.  The 
arrangement of characteristics includes (Tagiuri, 1968),  
1. Ecology: the physical and material aspects of the origination, 
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2. Milieu: the social dimension concerned with the presence of persons and 
groups, 
3. Social system: the social dimension concerned with the patterned relationships 
of person and groups, and 
4. Culture: the social dimension concerned with belief systems, values, cognitive 
structures, and their meanings.  
Although no consensus of characteristics that are essential to measuring school 
climate with validity exist, several researchers have identified similar characteristic 
descriptors (Clifford, Menon, Condon, & Hornung, 2012; Gangi, 2010; Haggerty, Elgin, 
& Woodley, 2010).  Researchers have used a similar set of characteristics to describe 
school climate, with the addition of Teaching and Learning by Thapa et al. (2012) which 
included terms such as positive.  School climate refers to “the heart and soul of a school” 
(Freiberg & Stein, 1999, p. 11).  Many other researchers established school climate as the 
personality of the school, which is unique of each school even when located in the same 
school district (Hoy & Clover, 1986).    
School Climate 
 School climate is a broad term that describes a complex system.  There are many 
studies that implicate a variety of meanings for school climate.  School climate is the 
social system of shared norms and expectations, or a shared set of norms and 
expectations established for students, the teachers’ morale and level of empowerment, 
student perceptions of the school personality, and the student environment as defined by 
the level of negative student behavior (Bernstein, 1992; Brookover et al., 1978; Brown & 
Henry, 1992; Short & Rinehart, 1992; West, 1985; W.L. Johnson, Johnson, & 
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Zimmerman, 1996).  Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, and Pickeral (2009) found, “school 
climate refers to the quality and character of school life based on patterns of people’s 
experience of school life and reflects norms, goals, values, interpersonal relationships, 
teaching and learning practices, and organizational structures” (p.10).  Cohen et al. 
(2009) provided a specific definition of school climate that includes social and physical 
elements of school climate, implying the whole school should participate in the 
evaluative process of school climate.  School climate is more than an individual 
experience; it is the collective perception of those within that environment.   
Moos (1974) and Insel and Moos (1974) contributed to the literature with their 
evaluation on school climate.  The researchers found students’ perceptions of school-
based relationships (e.g., teacher affiliation and teacher support) positively correlated 
with their mean grades.   
A positive school climate is recognized as an important target for school reform 
and improving outcomes for students (Thapa et al., 2012).  Educational reformists find 
sustainable, positive school climate fosters youth development and learning necessary to 
become a productive, contributing member of a democratic society.  A positive school 
climate includes norms and values and expectations that yield feelings of social, 
emotional, and physical safety.  A positive school climate includes members who are 
engaged and respected.  Positive school climates reflect school stakeholders who work 
collaboratively to develop, live in, and contribute to a shared school vision.  Reflective of 
the climate are school staff who model and nurture an environment that emphasizes the 
benefits and satisfaction gained from learning.  While maintaining individual 
characteristics that allow for creative development, each member contributes to the 
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operations of the school with care of the physical environment as a priority for all (Thapa 
et al., 2013).  Positive school climates have been linked to beneficial outcomes for 
students across a spectrum of developmental areas.  Singh and Billingsley (1998) found 
the effect positive climates have on educators, including higher levels of commitment.  
The National School Climate Council (2009) established standards that recognize aspects 
of a positive school culture, but a gap still exists between school climate research and 
policy and practice.  The research provided the distinction between school climate and 
school culture and supported school climate’s effect on student outcomes.    
School Climate vs. School Culture 
School climate and culture are often referenced together with overlapping 
concepts, but distinct differences exist between the two terms (Miner, 1995).  Hoy et al. 
(1991) explained the relationship between climate and culture as one founded in 
understanding elements of an organization.  School climate is viewed from a 
psychological perspective, whereas school culture is viewed from an anthropological 
perspective.  Previous research helps to better differentiate school climate and school 
culture.  Hoy et al. explained school climate as an element of the school based on the 
overall perceptions of those within the building––an element felt by all who frequent the 
building and affects their behaviors, which continue to contribute to the same 
environment they are in.   
Schein (2004) stated the climate is a manifestation of the culture.  The climate is 
often viewed as behavioral, whereas the culture is comprised of the values and norms 
(Heck & Marcoulides, 1996; Hoy, 1990).  Studies of school climate often pertain to the 
perceptions of behavior, while studies of school culture pertained to assumptions, values, 
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and norms.  Hoy et al. (1991) provided additional research regarding the relationship 
between climate and culture, where climate is shared perceptions and culture is shared 
assumptions.  
Response to Intervention  
The 1999 regulations to the 1997 IDEA required states to use a discrepancy 
formula as part of the eligibility process when determining if a student had a learning 
disability.  The IDEA of 2004 made several changes to the previous law.  The most 
significant change was the guidelines in identifying students with learning disabilities.  
The IDEA prohibited state educational agencies and local educational agencies from 
requiring the use of the discrepancy model of determining eligibility and permitted the 
use of a process of identification that demonstrates students have failed to respond to 
scientific, evidence-based instruction or other alternative research-based instructional 
procedures (IDEA, 2004).  However, states were given the flexibility to prohibit local 
educational agencies from using the discrepancy model of identification and required the 
use of a RTI procedure of identification (Yell, 2016).  The concept of a multi-tiered 
intervention framework became known as RTI (Yell, 2016).  The concept of RTI has 
moved beyond a method for improving identification of students with learning 
disabilities to a proactive approach of schoolwide instruction, adapted to meet the needs 
of students who are identified as having academic difficulties in the general curriculum 
(Yell, 2016).   
Response to intervention is an instructional framework that utilizes a multitier 
problem-solving approach implemented through research-based instruction. Fuchs, 
Fuchs, and Vaughn (2014) stated, “Response to Intervention was designed to improve 
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academic performance of struggling students with and without disabilities and to provide 
practitioners with a more valid means of disability identification” (p. 13).  The 
implementation of the RTI process is often implemented in one of three models.  The 
models include the problem-solving tiered framework, a standard-protocol tiered 
framework, or a combination of the two.  This study evaluated a district using the 
problem-solving tiered framework.  Previous researchers did not distinguish one 
framework as more effective than another in improving academic performance or 
providing practitioners with a more valid means of disability identification.  The effects 
obtained under any RTI framework depend on the fidelity of implementation 
(VanDerHeyden et al., 2007).  The problem-solving method involves conferencing with 
parents and the instructional team to prescribe evidence-based instructional interventions, 
implement the interventions, monitor the students’ progress, adjust the level of support 
via changing or increasing the level of intervention, and finally document student 
outcomes if RTI is used as part of the special education referral process (Fuchs & Fuchs, 
2006).   
The standard-protocol tiered framework uses an assessment to determine skill 
discrepancy.  Following the assessment, an evidence-based intervention is prescribed and 
implemented for a group of students.  The interventions implemented are universal in 
nature.  The intervention is used for a fixed duration of time.  If students do not respond 
to the intervention, then a change in frequency, intensity, duration, or intervention will 
occur.  The students who do not respond to the intervention are referred to as non-
responders.  Students who do not respond to interventions in the framework are then 
evaluated for special education services (Berkeley et al., 2009; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). 
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Although RTI was created as a solution for the issues stemming from the IQ-
Discrepancy model of identification for students with learning disabilities, it 
encompasses evidence-based instructional strategies that are beneficial to all students.  
Research supports RTI as a proactive method to decrease the number of low performing 
students (Cahill, 2007; Fuchs &Fuchs, 2006).  In addition, RTI demonstrates the 
persistence of learning difficulties regardless of instructional interventions (Powers & 
Hagans, 2008). 
 Response to Intervention uses an initial assessment and benchmark assessments 
as part of their standardized assessment protocols.  Curriculum-Based Measurement 
(CBM) assessments are administered to monitor student progress.  The ongoing use of 
CBMs provides student specific data indicating their rate of learning.  Teachers use 
student rate of learning to modify their instructional practices and rate (Fuchs, Fuchs, & 
Hamlett, 1993; Fuchs, 2004).  Research supports CBMs as an effective assessment 
method to monitor student progress in terms of general outcomes and develop norms for 
decision-making (Deno, 1985; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1990; Nolet, 1997; Deno et al., 2001).  
Curriculum-Based Measurements were first used as the tool to monitor special education 
student progress when given modified instruction in the areas of reading fluency, 
mathematics, and writing (Yell, Deno, & Marston, 1992).  Students are identified through 
the universal screening assessments to determine those considered at-risk and 
demonstrating skill deficiency.  Interventions are provided consistent with the results of 
the universal screening process and ongoing progress monitoring.  A result of the 
implementation of research-based instructional interventions, RTI is designed for 
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students to receive the appropriate level of interventions intended to increase skill 
acquisition.  Response to Intervention is also implemented as a preventative measure.   
Response to Intervention is based on a core of elements: research-based 
classroom instructional interventions, universal screening, and progress monitoring 
(Bradley, Danielson, & Doolittle, 2005).  According to Shapiro (2009), these core 
elements are provided in the context of a tiered-learning framework.  The tiered-learning 
framework provides different levels of instructional interventions at each tier. Students 
enter the tiered framework through universal screening and fluidity among tiers is based 
on progress monitoring.  Typically, three tiers exist within the framework (Hoover & 
Patton, 2008).  
Tier 1 is described as the preventive tier that encompasses the core curriculum 
and programming where high-quality instruction is provided to all students (Batsche et 
al., 2005).  Tier 1 interventions are implemented within a general education classroom.  
Fuchs and Fuchs (2006) concluded Tier 2 is comprised of students who are unresponsive 
to the high-quality instruction provided within the general education classroom.  Tiers 2 
and 3 are similar in terms of the interventions used––small group instruction, scaffolding, 
and progressive teaching methods––but differ based on the person providing the 
interventions at these tiers and the intensity of instructional interventions, duration in 
small group settings, and an increase in progress monitoring (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007).  Tier 
3 interventions are the most individualized and intensive level of intervention.  Students 
unsuccessful in this tier are considered for classification under the specific learning 
disability classification (New Jersey Department of Education, 2015).  
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Each tier within RTI provides increasing instructional support intended to support 
cognitive learning processes and the acquisition of skills (Castro-Villarreal et al., 2014).  
The fundamental instructional practice within RTI is the scaffolding of assignments and 
activities.  Scaffolding provides the appropriate level of intervention to assignments and 
activities required, allowing students to attempt tasks just outside of their current skill 
readiness level.  In addition to scaffolding, instructional practices within RTI provide 
interventions and other types of instructional support applied to content area based 
activities and assignments utilizing various pedagogical theories.  
Student Outcomes 
Although an increase in legislation links accountability for student outcomes to 
teachers, educators must remember student outcomes still encompass an element beyond 
academic achievement.  Student outcomes can be gathered from many types of 
assessment measures.  To be “all inclusive,” student outcomes should include the 
learning process and product.  To better understand student outcomes and assessment, 
one should review the research associated with demonstrating cognitive ability.   
Vygotsky, a social constructivist, researcher, and theorist, explored the 
relationship between education and cognitive development.  Vygotsky (1986) perceived 
cognition to originate from social interaction, beginning with the observation of adults 
and peers who possess higher cognitive ability.  The researcher concluded cognitive 
development and formal education were not dependent of each other.  Further researchers 
have established that the foundations for formal instruction are developed prior to 
entering a classroom and are imperative for higher-level cognition (Eun, 2010). 
Addressing the relationship between formal education and cognitive development, 
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Vygotsky proposed learning in a collaborative, child-centered environment where the 
teacher facilitates the acquisition of knowledge rather than “teach” knowledge or “impose 
their mode of thinking” (Carter, 2005, p. 9).  Cognitive development interactions 
experienced with peers differs from interactions with adults.  Wertsh and Tulviste (1990) 
explored the limitations on thinking, creativity, and playfulness children experience 
during cognitive development interactions with adults.  During interactions with peers, 
children are more creative and exploratory because of decreased focus on task completion 
(Wertsh & Tulviste, 1990).  Peer interactions also encourage discovery, communication, 
and peer-feedback.  Peer-based communication requires children to engage in meaningful 
discussions, such as agreements and disagreements.  This type of dialogue strengthens 
persuasion and reasoning communication skills.  All lead to an increase in problem-
solving skills (Ben-Ari & Kedem-Friedrich, 2000).  Standardized assessments do not 
distinguish between knowledge and knowing and do not assess student outcomes through 
activity.  Dewey (1916/1966) stated a problem-solving approach should be used to assess 
knowledge.   
Although standardized assessments are administered with the intention to improve 
educational outcomes, they do not provide an adequate picture of student knowledge.  
Therefore, standardized assessments alone are not adequate in determining success in 
increasing student outcomes.  Standardized assessments, although single-focused, 
provide valid and reliable scores in response to new accountability demands (Ewell, 
2008).  Although accountability legislation currently relies on standardized assessments, 
growing support for the use of academic growth measures exist to more accurately 
demonstrate student performance (Buzick & Laitusis, 2010).  Student growth models 
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used for accountability assessment under legislation hold all students to a standard of 
proficiency by a set age or grade.  Growth models are separated into two categories, 
determined by the way scores are viewed.  Scores determine either observed growth or 
predicted growth (Dunn & Allen, 2009).  Observed score growth models measure the 
amount of students’ academic progress between two points in time (Andrejko, 2004).  
Predicted score growth models use predictive statistics to determine whether students are 
on track to proficiency at a future point in time based on current and past test scores 
(Buzick & Laitusis, 2010).    
Discussions of student growth often include topics related to the elements of this 
study (i.e., school climate, teacher self-efficacy) without clearly explaining how student 
growth relates to each.  The appropriate use of accountability for this study was by 
calculating student growth with the comparison of student scores on the Fall 2016 
universal screening assessment and the Winter 2017 universal screening assessment 
(Betebenner, 2008).  By examining the growth between these two assessments in relation 
to school climate data and teacher self-efficacy data from the same timeframe, this study 
contributed information for educational stakeholders and decision makers. 
School Climate and Student Outcomes  
Studies of school climate have led to a growing body of research that validates the 
importance school climate has on a variety of student outcomes (Thapa et al., 2012).  
School climate is also viewed as the total environmental quality indicator for the 
organization (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2012).  This research is the foundation for the 
effect climate has on those within the building, faculty and students alike, that supports 
climate as an element influencing student outcomes (Cohen, 2006).   
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Growing empirical evidence supports the understanding that school climate 
affects student outcomes (Zullig, Koopman, Patton, & Ubbes, 2010).  Hoy and Hannum 
(1997) focused on the most important school climate variables that influence student 
outcomes regarding the accountability found within the No Child Left Behind Act 
(NCLB) of 2001 (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 [NCLB], 2002).  These variables 
included the learning environment, teacher commitment to their students, and adequate 
educational materials and teacher support. 
If a school’s climate is not conducive to learning, student achievement can suffer 
(Watson, 2001).  Teaching and learning are directly affected by a school’s climate 
(Fullan, 2001).  Hoy and Tarter (1997) examined the relationship between school climate 
and teacher and student motivation.  A school climate that is not healthy does not 
promote high academic standards (Hoy et al., 1991).  Student achievement can only 
increase when a school’s climate is founded in positivity and an established professional 
work ethic exists, is supported, and is maintained.   
Establishing a positive and professional work ethic based environment is 
challenging.  If teachers do not feel supported throughout their required daily 
responsibilities, especially regarding implementation of instructional strategies, progress 
will not be made.  Pierce and Jackson (2017) explored fidelity as a fundamental reason 
why RTI frameworks of instruction fail or succeed. 
 Teacher perceptions of the school’s climate affect morale, implementation 
practices, and work ethic.  Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000) recommended administrators 
who want to see improvements in student outcomes should first start with building the 
efficacy of their staff, but little research exists regarding the theoretical nature of the 
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relationship between school climate, teacher self-efficacy, and student outcomes.  
Theoretically, altering school climate and teacher self-efficacy will affect student 
outcomes.  This explanation describes school climate as mediating the relationship 
between teacher self-efficacy and student outcomes through enhanced implementation of 
RTI.   
Although many elements contribute to a school’s climate, increased teachers’ 
professional abilities and student-centered instruction have been identified as main 
factors (Owings & Kaplan, 2012).  The lack of teacher professional development for new 
educational initiatives, such as RTI, can influence teacher implementation (Greenfield, 
Rinaldi, Proctor, & Cardarelli, 2010; Nunn et al., 2009).  Furthermore, teacher self-
efficacy is affected by their need to have tangible support to feel they have been provided 
with the materials and resources needed for effective implementation.  If teacher self-
efficacy reflects they are ill-equipped to implement RTI, or any element associated with 
the intervention program, then teachers are less likely to use the program as designed, 
which alters the intended student outcomes of the interventions (Nunn et al., 2009; 
Vaughn et al., 2012).  These specific elements of school climate directly affect teacher 
self-efficacy and their ability to implement an RTI framework of instruction.  Teachers 
need professional development to increase their professional abilities and teaching skills 
and access to resources, including program materials and time to collaborate, plan, and 
effectively implement the instructional interventions of RTI. 
Teacher Accountability 
 Specific teacher accountability designed to close the achievement gap, offer more 
flexibility, and provide instruction to students based on what works for the student is 
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outlined in the revisions to NCLB, the Every Student Succeeds Act signed into law in 
2015.  The act requires states describe how they intend to close the achievement gap to 
achieve academic proficiency for all students.  Additionally, states must produce annual 
state and school district report cards that inform parents and communities about state and 
school progress.  Schools in socioeconomically disadvantaged areas, Title I schools, and 
those schools not demonstrating progress must provide public school choice programs, 
supplemental educational services, and have a corrective strategic action plan. 
The state of New Jersey is required to develop and implement a single, statewide 
accountability system that will be effective in ensuring adequate yearly progress is 
obtained.  Each state accountability plan shall,  
Be based on the academic standards and academic assessments adopted under 
paragraphs (1) and (3), and other academic indicators consistent with 
subparagraph (C)(vi) and (vii), and shall take into account the achievement of all 
public elementary school and secondary school students; 
(2) be the same accountability system the State uses for all public elementary 
schools and secondary schools or all local educational agencies in the State, 
except that public elementary schools, secondary schools, and local educational 
agencies not participating under this part are not subject to the requirements of 
section 1116; and (3) include sanctions and rewards, such as bonuses and 
recognition, the State will use to hold local educational agencies and public 
elementary schools and secondary schools accountable for student achievement 
and for ensuring that they make adequate yearly progress in accordance with the 
State's definition under subparagraphs (B) and (C).  (U.S. Department of 
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Education, 2004) 
 
All members of school districts contribute to student achievement.  The single state 
accountability plan requires testing in Grades 3 to 8.  The purpose of the standardized 
testing was to timely review deficiencies in student learning, allowing reflection on 
instructional practices that affect student outcomes.  Under this legislation, all members 
shared accountability equally.  In the state of New Jersey, student assessment scores did 
not affect teacher evaluation ratings or tenure. 
On August 6, 2012, the Teacher Effectiveness and Accountability for the Children 
of New Jersey Act became law, changing the regulations governing accountability and 
teacher tenure (Teacher Effectiveness and Accountability for the Children of New Jersey 
Act [TEACHNJ], 2017).  The previous law awarded teacher tenure after 3 years in a 
single school district.  The new legislation requires 4 years prior to tenure with additional 
requirements.  One of the 4 years must be under the guidance of a mentor and the teacher 
must earn effective yearly performance ratings on their evaluations.  Student outcome 
accountability, while still shared among all members of school districts, is tied directly to 
teacher evaluations.  Beginning in 2013, all New Jersey teacher evaluations included 
evaluation of student standardized assessment scores.  Teachers receive a summative 
rating of highly effective, effective, partially effective, or ineffective (Callahan & Sadeghi, 
2013).  New Jersey uses standardized test scores to measure student growth, known as 
student growth percentiles (SGPs).  New Jersey uses SGPs to define this score 
(Betebenner, 2011).  For subjects assessed with a state administered assessment, New 
Jersey measures growth for an individual student by comparing a student’s growth to the 
growth made by that student’s academic peers, or students from around the state with 
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similar score histories.  This comparative change in achievement is reported on a 1 to 99 
scale.  Under AchieveNJ, SGPs are one of the measures used to assess teachers and 
principals whose students are in Grades 4–8 language arts and Grades 4–7 math and take 
the state standardized assessment.  Qualifying teachers’ weighted SGP scores are added 
to the other evaluation component scores to arrive at a final summative evaluation score.  
Although SGPs are one of several measures used to evaluate teachers, this level of 
accountability is directly linked to evaluations that can deny teacher tenure or lead to 
tenured teacher dismissal procedures (TEACHNJ, 2017).   
Student growth percentiles are similar to the value-added model of teacher 
evaluations.  This concept is used to determine teacher effectiveness evaluated by student 
growth.  The value-added model was established in economics and is defined as “the 
value that is added to raw materials through the process of production” (Kennedy et al., 
2012, p. 4).  Milanowski and Kimball (2003) defined the value-added model as an 
“estimate of the contribution of a teacher to students’ learning by comparing the average 
achievement that would be expected for an average group of students with similar 
characteristics, including prior levels of achievement” (p. 23). 
 Research supports categorical measures; for example, highly effective, effective, 
partially effective, or ineffective are not efficient in identifying the characteristics of 
effective teaching.  Leary and Terry (2012) reviewed the effect feedback has on 
motivation.  If teachers receive feedback perceived negatively or that may affect tenure, it 
will lower self-efficacy and motivation.  This decreased teacher self-efficacy may 
influence student outcomes and school climate.   
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Teacher Self-Efficacy 
The effect of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy remains an important topic as 
educational initiatives require implementation fidelity for success.  The historical context 
of teacher self-efficacy lies in the research of the two schools of locus of control (Rotter, 
1966) and the social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977).  These frameworks focus on the 
construct that individuals can control the actions that affect their lives (Bandura, 1977, 
2011).  Bandura (1977, 2011) built on his initial focus and added individuals’ actions are 
not of their own control, because society’s expectations, external influence, and the 
individual’s perceived abilities, or internal influence known as self-efficacy, affect their 
control.  Bandura (1977) defined teacher self-efficacy as the extent to which a teacher is 
confident enough in his or her ability to promote student learning.  Empirical evidence 
links perceptions of teacher self-efficacy to student outcomes (Soodak & Podell, 1993).  
Numerous studies have contributed to the literature regarding the influence of teacher 
self-efficacy beliefs on student success and outcomes (Muijs & Reynolds, 2001; Tournaki 
& Podell, 2005).   
Bandura (2011) defined collective teacher efficacy as the perception of teachers, 
as part of the school-wide teaching staff, which may influence student outcomes.  Similar 
to individual teacher self-efficacy, belief in collective teacher efficacy affects the 
perceptions and expectations of the teaching staff.  Teacher perception influences the 
collective teaching staff as it would the individual teacher with regards to level of 
commitment, willingness to implement instructional methods, and their dedication to the 
implementation of educational reforms (Bandura, 2011). 
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Teacher Self-Efficacy and Student Outcomes 
Teachers with higher self-efficacy are more invested in the amount of effort put 
forth in the classroom, more willing to experiment with new methods of instruction, and 
exhibit significant enthusiasm for teaching (Allinder, 1994; Stein & Wang, 1988).  In 
several studies, researchers’ have assessed teacher self-efficacy in relation to student 
outcomes.  In only one study, the researchers did not find a relationship between teacher 
self-efficacy and student outcomes (Chong, Klassen, Huan, Wong, & Kates, 2010).  
Chang, Lin, and Song (2011) and Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) studied the elementary 
setting and found an association between academic optimism and student outcomes, 
revealing a substantial positive relationship.  Additional research shows students whose 
teachers had higher self-efficacy benefited more, as documented in student outcomes 
compared to students whose teachers had lower self-efficacy (Caprara, Barbaranelli, 
Steca, & Malone, 2006; Hardré et al., 2006; Mohamadi & Asadzadeh, 2012; Mojavezi & 
Tamiz, 2012).   
Prior to implementing new educational initiatives, such as RTI, development of 
higher teacher self-efficacy is imperative to the success of the initiative.  Research 
supports successful implementation of new research-based instructional practices, which 
occurs when teachers perceive they already possess the skills and support needed for 
instruction or they will receive training to gain skills and have ongoing support (Castillo 
et al., 2010).  Teachers do not lack instructional choices, but often they are not using all 
the resources available to them (Snow & Biancarosa, 2003).  This lack of using resources 
may negatively affect their self-efficacy, ultimately influencing student outcomes.   
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During implementation of new initiatives, teachers may face a lack of systemic 
organizational support, which may affect their self-efficacy and limit the effective 
implementation of an RTI framework of instruction.  When higher self-efficacy is 
present, it is more likely that there will be less resistance to the implementation of 
educational initiatives that will affect student outcomes (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-
Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).  In other cases, teachers are not comfortable implementing the new 
instructional strategies and require additional professional development for effective 
implementation (Palincsar & Herrenkohl, 2002).  Research supports teachers are more 
effective and more likely to implement what they have learned during professional 
development that occurs continuously, providing the opportunity to discuss successes and 
failures they face as implementation occurs (Garet, Birman, Porter, Desimone, & 
Herman, 1999).  Prior researchers have concentrated on those that help teachers learn 
about new instructional initiatives and integrate them into their practices.  Along with 
formal education, professional development, and the principal as tools for teacher 
education, teacher coaches also provided increased teacher skills (Coburn & Woulfin, 
2012).  Moreover, this research supported coaches as facilitators who helped the teachers 
implement the initiative with more resolve as they assisted teachers with the technical 
challenges of classroom implementation.  In addition, the coaches could help the teachers 
overcome their initial resistance from their pre-existing views stemming from the school 
climate of the intervention and their perceived self-efficacy (Coburn & Woulfin, 2012).    
School Climate, Teacher Self-Efficacy, and Student Outcomes 
Focusing on the elements that affect school climate will influence teacher self-
efficacy and student outcomes.  Barth (2001) stated the major purpose of a school is to 
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establish and maintain a climate that is hospitable to learning.  Educational reforms 
during the past 40 years, including instructional shifts that do not include reforms to 
school climates, have not changed student outcomes (Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Sarason, 
1996).  Although substantial empirical evidence exists regarding the importance of 
leadership in establishing positive school climate with the focus of leadership being the 
principal, limited researchers have examined school climate as mediating the relationship 
between self-efficacy and student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction (Blasé & 
Kirby, 2000; Donaldson 200; Freiberg, 1999; Sergiovanni, 2001; Snowden & Gorton, 
2002).  Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2004) provided empirical evidence 
that school leaders improve teaching and learning primarily through their concentrated 
efforts to improve the motivation of teachers, which is a factor of teacher self-efficacy 
and perceived working conditions, a dimension of school climate.  Additional research 
supports the various elements found within the constructs of school climate.  For 
example, a school leader must influence student outcomes, teaching and learning, 
interpersonal relationships, institutional environment, staff relationships, school 
environment, and student engagement (Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf, 2008; Gruenert, 
2008; Leithwood et al., 2008).   
Research shows teacher self-efficacy is related to the willingness of the school 
leader to provide support and experiences that contribute to teachers’ abilities (Manthey, 
2006).  Each of these elements influence the school climate, which affects other 
variables, such as student outcomes, teacher self-efficacy, student participation, and 
implementation of instructional programs (Freiberg & Stein, 1999). 
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Improving elements of school climate that contribute to teacher self-efficacy will 
lead to increased motivation to implement instructional programs as designed (Knight, 
2009; Zimmerman, 2004).  Pierce and Jackson (2017) directly linked the degree RTI 
frameworks of instruction are implemented with fidelity to student outcomes.  Greenfield 
et al. (2010) substantiated school-wide commitment, instructional support, and ongoing 
professional development in an RTI framework of instruction are essential for the success 
of the program and its objective––increased student outcomes.   
Summary 
In Chapter 2, the researcher reviewed the literature and research associated with 
the conceptual framework of this study.  By exploring research of the origination of 
school climate, the chapter included a review of the historical context of organizational 
climate theory.  This chapter also presented school climate theory and extensive literature 
differentiating school climate from school culture.  This review pertained to the affect 
positive school climates have on student outcomes.  Although research presented in this 
chapter acknowledged the countless variables that influence school climate, additional 
inquiry involved an exploration of two significant variables that are targets for 
educational reform and affect student outcomes: school climate and RTI frameworks of 
instruction.  Literature of teacher self-efficacy supported school climate as a mediating 
factor that affects student outcomes.  Reviewing the literature of RTI instructional 
frameworks provided a foundation to evaluate the theories associated with the 
measurement of student outcomes and the affect school climate has on student outcomes 
within an RTI instructional framework.  The research within this chapter provided an 
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analytical lens for recommendations that can be used by the school district to address the 
school climate’s effect on teacher self-efficacy and student outcomes.   
Throughout the literature review, the researcher found gaps that support the 
theoretical foundation from which this study was derived.  A lack of empirical data exists 
relating to school climate as mediating the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and 
student outcomes.     
 
 
   
 
CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
Teacher accountability is aligned with student outcomes (TEACHNJ, 2017).  
Empirical evidence supports student outcomes are affected by school climate and teacher 
perceived self-efficacy of implementation practices (Cohen et al., 2009; Freiberg & Stein, 
1999; Hoy et al., 1991).  Although it is easier to refer to established protocols to evaluate 
the concrete policies and procedures within a school-wide organization, it is difficult to 
evaluate variables that are complex and abstract.  The more abstract elements that affect 
the learning environment are those associated with the building wide belief systems, 
often referred to as school climate (Hoy et al., 1991).  School climate is a complex 
variable that influences many aspects of the learning environment (Cohen et al., 2009).  
Research supports that school climate significantly contributes to teacher perceived self-
efficacy of implementation practices and student outcomes (Freiberg & Stein, 1999).  
Although research supports that an RTI framework positively affects student outcomes, 
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challenges are often associated with the implementation of the framework (Fuchs & 
Fuchs, 2006).   
In a 2007 report by Scammacca et al., the researchers found interventions within 
an RTI framework can be effective when delivered by a variety of school personnel, as 
long as the personnel receive adequate training in delivery of the interventions.  A variety 
of school staff, including general education teachers, special education teachers, 
paraprofessionals, and RTI interventionists, can implement RTI.  Although some school 
personnel implement RTI with success, others do not.  The difference may relate to one 
of the other variables: school climate and teacher self-efficacy regarding implementation 
practices.   
The purpose of this quantitative embedded multicase study was to investigate the 
differences in student outcomes between two schools that implement an RTI framework 
of instruction located within the same urban school district.  Evaluating school climate 
and teacher self-efficacy as factors of the differences in effectiveness was supported in 
the literature review.  Evaluation was completed using descriptive and inferential 
statistical analysis.  In addition, practical significance provides input for application 
based on the data resulting from comparison against the normative data for the OCDQ-
RE (Hoy et al., 1991) and the Perceptions of Practices Survey (Castillo et al., 2012). Both 
schools administered the OCDQ-RE and the Perceptions of Practices Survey.  These 
surveys examined aspects of school climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices in an RTI framework.  Evaluation of these factors provided valuable data for the 
district to evaluate why one school has higher student outcomes than the other within 
their district-wide implementation of an RTI framework.  This section presents the 
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overall methodology of the study.  The researcher discussed and thoroughly examined the 
research design and supporting rationale, site and population, research methods, and 
ethical concerns.  
The following research questions guided this study.  
RQ1:  What is the perception of school climate as measured by the OCDQ-RE in 
each school?  Is there a statistically significant difference in school climate, as 
measured by the OCDQ-RE, by school? 
RQ2:  What is the perception of implementation practices as measured by the 
Perception of Practices survey in each school?  Is there a statistically significant 
difference in perceptions of implementation practices, as measured by the OCDQ-
RE, by school? 
RQ3:  Is there a significance between the perceptions of implementation 
practices, as measured by the Perceptions of Practices Survey and school climate, 
as measured by the OCDQ-RE? 
RQ4:  Are there statistically significant differences in ORF scores and MCF 
scores as measured by Universal Screening for Grades 1–5, by school, over time? 
Research Design and Rationale 
Research supports positive school climate leads to a focus on student needs and 
the implementation of instructional strategies that will increase skill acquisition and 
student outcomes (Comer, 2005; Hess, Maranto, & Milliman, 2001; Ingersoll, 2001).  As 
a research method, case studies contribute to the knowledge of an organization and 
related phenomena (Yin, 2009).  The researcher followed a case study research design to 
document the school climate, teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices, and 
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student outcomes experienced in two small elementary schools located in an urban New 
Jersey public school district.  The guiding purpose of this investigation was to evaluate 
the phenomenon where school climate mediates the relationship between teacher self-
efficacy and student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction and provide 
recommendations addressing the issues.  The literature review provides an analytical lens 
of theoretical support for this case study: school climate mediates teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices and affects student outcomes.  This theoretical perspective 
suggests if school leaders are able to alter school climate, it will affect teacher self-
efficacy and ultimately influence student outcomes.    
 I chose a case study design to provide an in-depth focus on an identified problem, 
differences between student outcomes in two elementary schools within the same district 
and framework of RTI while acknowledging the complexities related to the phenomenon: 
school climate and teacher self-efficacy.  Case studies provide invaluable information for 
educational settings (Knupfur & McLellen, 1996).  The case study method allows 
evaluators to retain the natural and meaningful characteristics of real-life events and of 
organizational processes (Yin, 2009).  For this study, the case study method allowed me 
to evaluate organizational process that may directly or indirectly influence student 
outcomes.   
 According to Burns and Grove (2003), case study research is designed to provide 
a picture of a situation as it naturally happens without manipulation from the researcher.  
Case studies can yield rich data used to justify current practices or make decisions 
regarding current practices and develop recommendations (Krathwohl, 1993).  Stake 
(1995) explains quantitative research as the as a method of inquiry with a purpose of 
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explaining the issue studied.  Baxter and Jack (2008) describe an instrumental case study 
methodology that provides tools for researchers to study phenomenon that occur within 
their context.  This provides the opportunity to evaluate programs and develop 
recommendations.   Quantitative case study methodology provides tools for researchers 
to study complex phenomena within their contexts.  When the approach is applied 
correctly, it becomes a valuable method for health science research to develop theory, 
evaluate programs, and develop interventions.  Case study research is initiated from a 
desire to derive an in-depth understanding of a small number of “cases,” in their real-
world context.  This process is intended to provide invaluable insight that results in new 
real-world revelations that improve the case (Bromley, 1986).  The use of surveys to 
evaluate two schools within a single organization, the urban New Jersey school district, 
required an embedded multicase study approach, as suggested by Yin (2009).  
Quantitative inquiry is based in surveys, which gather statistical data, often in a 
descriptive, nonexperimental method (Creswell, 2012).  The Perceptions of Practice, 
OCDQ-RE, and universal screening scores were each an embedded unit of analysis for 
this study, while each school building served as a case for analysis of the phenomenon.   
Site and Population 
 Population Description  
Researchers use purposeful sampling to identify and understand a specific 
phenomenon (Creswell, 2012).  Therefore, all teachers in each school were invited to 
complete the online Perceptions of Practices Survey and the OCDQ-RE via 
SurveyMonkey.  This method targeted available and willing participants via convenience 
sampling (Creswell, 2012).  The researcher invited all 25 teachers from Elementary 
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School A and 20 teachers from Elementary School B to complete both online surveys by 
using email information from the staff email Listserv.  According to the New Jersey 
Department of Education (2013), School A has all female teachers, with 100% of the 
teaching population considered White, while School B has 19 female teachers and 1 male 
teacher with a slightly more diverse ethnic teaching population, as 1 is African American 
and 1 is American Indian.  The researcher included a copy of the informed consent letter 
in the invitation to all potential study participants.  Elementary School A generated 10 
completed OCDQ-RE surveys and eight completed Perceptions of Practices Survey.  
Elementary School B generated 10 completed OCDQ-RE surveys and nine completed 
Perceptions of Practices Survey.  The sample size was limited because of the number of 
teachers in each building.  Additionally, the sample size was small because of the specific 
evaluation of two small elementary schools.  Given the intent of this study, the small 
population was intentional.    
Student growth data for all students in each building, totaling 547 sets of student 
scores, were supplied by the district RTI consultant.  The student data were received after 
removing all identifiers.  The data were provided from the fall and winter universal 
screening assessments for oral reading fluency (ORF) and math computational fluency 
(MCF).   
Site Description 
The research site consisted of two urban, public elementary schools in New 
Jersey.  Overall, this public school district is comprised of 10 schools ranging from 
preschool through 12th grade.  The city was founded in 1795 and has seen economic 
gains and losses during the years.  With increased access to the town, the population 
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grew.  Still, many businesses left and the poverty level has increased; 14% of families 
live below the poverty line within this city.  Significantly contributing to that statistic is 
the 11.6% unemployment rate of those living within the city limits (New Jersey 
Department of Labor and Statistics, 2013).  
The specific schools included in this study were two of the elementary schools, 
Elementary School A and Elementary School B.  Each school building has a single 
administrator––a building principal.   The New Jersey School Performance Report (2013) 
provided the following information for Elementary School A.  The school serves a total 
of 309 students from Grades kindergarten through 5, the average number of students in 
other New Jersey elementary schools is 392.  School A is smaller in comparison to other 
state elementary schools.  The student-to-teacher ratio is approximately the average for 
other state elementary schools of 12.4:1 (New Jersey School Performance Report, 2013).  
Of the school’s teachers, 7% are in their first or second year of teaching, which is average 
throughout the state.  Teacher absenteeism of 10 or more days within a school year was 
significantly higher compared to teacher absenteeism throughout the state with 65% of 
teachers absent 10 or more days a year.  Teacher absenteeism is three times the state 
median of 22% of teachers absent 10 or more days within a school year (School A).  The 
school has an economically disadvantaged student population rate of 84.1%, and 19% of 
enrolled students are classified with a disability.  Of the students in the building, 93.1% 
of students speak English, 6.6% speak Spanish, and .3% speak French.   
According to the subgroups defined by the NCLB Act of 2001, the student 
population is 39.2% Black, 32% White, 26.9% Hispanic, 1.6% two or more races, and 
.3% Pacific Islander.  Under the New Jersey Department of Education NCLB waiver, 
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subgroups are identified in language arts literacy and math to track progress targets 
within that subgroup.  The subgroups applicable to School A included schoolwide, 
White, Black, Hispanic, students with disabilities, and economically disadvantaged 
students.  The only subgroup to meet their progress target, 38.6, for language arts literacy 
was Hispanic with a pass rate of 40, which met their progress target.  Schoolwide was 
20.7 points under their target rate of 44.3.  White was 35.3 points under their target rate 
of 52.9, Black was 20.5 points under their target of 40.1, and economically disadvantaged 
students were 20 points under their target rate of 40.2.  The only subgroup to meet their 
progress target of 45.6 for math was Hispanic with a pass rate of 48.6.  Schoolwide was 
19.5 points under their target rate of 57.4.  White was 32.1 points under their target rate 
of 73.7, Black was 21.7 points under their target of 50.5, students with disabilities were 
18.7 points under their target of 37.8, and economically disadvantaged students were 21.5 
points under their target rate of 51.8 (New Jersey Performance Report, 2013).  This 
methodology, defined by the U.S. Department of Education, is calculated for each 
subgroup to halve the gap between their proficiency rate in 2011 and the target of 100% 
proficiency by 2017 (New Jersey School Performance Report, 2013).   
According to the New Jersey School Performance Report (2013), Elementary 
School B serves a total of 238 students from Grades kindergarten to 5 and, the average 
number of students in other New Jersey elementary schools is 392.  School B is 
significantly smaller in comparison to other state elementary schools.  Additionally, the 
student-to-teacher ratio was 11:1, which is lower when compared to the average of 12.4:1 
in other New Jersey elementary schools.  Of the school’s teachers, 14% are in their first 
or second year of teaching, which is higher than the state median of 9%.  Teacher 
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absenteeism of 10 or more days within a school year was 6% higher than other state 
elementary schools (School B).  The percent of economically disadvantaged students is 
53.8% and 23% of enrolled students are classified with a disability.  Of the students 
enrolled, 91.2% speak English, and 8.8% speak Spanish.  According to the subgroups 
defined by the NCLB Act of 2001, the student population is 67.2% White, 16.8% 
Hispanic, 13% Black, 1.7% two or more races, and 1.3% Asian.  Under the New Jersey 
Department of Education waiver subgroups are identified in language arts literacy and 
math to track progress targets within that subgroup.  The subgroups applicable to School 
B include schoolwide, White, students with disabilities, and economically disadvantaged 
students.  No subgroup met their progress target for language arts literacy, with 
schoolwide 27.3 points under their target pass rate of 73.8, White 27.5 points under the 
pass rate of 78.1, and economically disadvantaged students 28.5 points under their target 
of 61.8.  The only subgroup to meet their progress target, 82, for math was White, with a 
score of 74, which met the progress target.  Schoolwide was 14.1 points under their target 
pass rate of 77.3 and economically disadvantaged students were 18.2 points under their 
pass rate of 69.8 (New Jersey Performance Report, 2013).  The table below provides a 
comparison of School A and School B.  
Table 1  
Comparison Demographics of School A vs. School B 
Category of Comparison School A School B 
Number of Teachers 25 20 
Number of Students 309 238 
Student to Teacher Ratio 12.4:1 11.1 
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Teacher Absenteeism of 10 
or more days within a year 
65% 28% 
Teachers in their First or 
Second Year of Teaching 
7% 14% 
Economically 
Disadvantaged Students 
84.1% 53.8% 
Students Classified with a 
Disability 
19% 23% 
 
Site Access 
To gain site access, the researcher had to follow district guidelines.  This required 
discussion of the study with the director of special services of the school district.  The 
district required documentation from Drexel University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) as part of the research proposal application process.  The researcher was granted 
IRB approval for this study on August 17, 2016.  The study’s outline and required IRB 
documentation was provided to the New Jersey public school district board of education 
for review and approval.  The study was approved by the Board of Education on February 
8, 2016.  The researcher requested email address access for those receiving invitations to 
participate in the study by the director of special services.  Access to the district’s email 
Listserv was granted on June 7, 2016.   
Given the time constraints surrounding the end of the school year, June 21, 2016, 
and the need for teacher participation in two study-required surveys, there was not 
enough time for completion of the study during the remainder of the 2015–2016 school 
year.  To identify current school climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices within an RTI framework, the researcher decided to use data from the first half 
of the 2016–2017 school year.  Participants received a detailed explanation of the study 
through the letter of informed consent, which accompanied the participant invitation and 
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access to the survey weblinks.  Participants were reassured anonymity of survey 
responses.  The findings were shared with the director of special services.  The researcher 
intended to provide an analytical lens for the director, which provides a deeper 
understanding of the variations in student outcomes between the two buildings.  The 
researcher hoped to provide additional analysis of the relationship between school 
climate, teacher self-efficacy, and student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction.     
Research Methods 
The following research methods assisted with the collection and analysis of 
quantitative data associated with this study, 
• Electronically-based Perceptions of Practices Survey, 
• Electronically-based OCDQ-RE, and 
• Nonstudent identifiable, scaled scores from the fall and winter administration 
of the universal screening assessment in ORF and MCF.  
Description of Methods Used 
Instrument descriptions.  The Perceptions of Practices Survey is a self-report 
measure created by the Florida PS/RTI Statewide Project staff that assesses the 
educators’ perceptions regarding the extent to which RTI practices are currently being 
implemented at their school (Castillo et al., 2010).  Appendix A includes a copy of this 
survey.  This pre-existing survey was developed with content validity and construct 
validity.  Castillo et al. (2013) provided an overview of the steps project staff took during 
development to ensure content validity and construct validity.  Content validity included, 
To inform development of the Perceptions of Practices Survey, Project staff 
reviewed relevant literature, presentations, instruments and previous program 
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evaluation projects to develop an item set that would be representative of critical 
PS/RtI practices. Next, a draft of the instrument was sent to an Educator Expert 
Validation Panel (EEVP), which consisted of educators from varying disciplines 
in a neighboring school district who had basic background knowledge in PS/RtI, 
for review. The Panel provided feedback on the representativeness of the practices 
covered by the instrument, clarity and quality of the individual items, and 
suggested modifications to items before the final survey was developed. More 
information on the EEVP used to examine the content validity of the survey 
instrument is available from the Florida PS/RtI Project.  (Castillo et al., p. 66, 
2013)  
 
Construct validity included, 
Exploratory common factor analytic procedures were used to determine the 
underlying factor structure of the Perceptions of Practices Survey. A common 
factor analysis was conducted using the responses from a sample of 2,140 
educators in 62 schools from seven school districts across Florida. The educators 
were participants in the Florida PS/RtI Project during the Fall of 2007. Factors 
were extracted using principal axis factor extraction method. Based on 
examination of eigenvalues and a scree plot, two factors were retained and rotated 
using an oblique rotation (Promax) to aid in the interpretability of the factors. 
Collectively, the two factors accounted for 75% of the common variance in 
respondent perceived practices. The resultant factors were labeled 1) Perceptions 
of RtI Practices Applied to Academic Content, and 2) Perceptions of RtI Practices 
Applied to Behavior Content.  (Castillo et al., p. 66, 2013) 
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To determine the reliability of the survey, internal consistency was measured 
using Cronbach’s Alpha for each of the two factors.  Castillo et al. (2013) found the 
following factor analysis reliability estimates,  
Factor 1 (Perceptions of RTI Practices Applied to Academic Content): α = .97  
Factor 2 (Perceptions of RTI Practices Applied to Behavior Content): α = .96 (p. 
67) 
The survey can identify the perceptions associated with either factor: academic content or 
behavior content.  Castillo et al. (2013) broke down the factors by the survey item 
numbers used to calculate the factor rating.  Factor 1, Perceptions of RTI Practices 
Applied to Academic Content, was calculated by analysis of the scores for Items 2A, 3A, 
4A, 5A, 6A, 7A, 8A, 9A, 10A1, 10B1, 10C1, 11A, 12A, 13A, 14A, 15A, 16A, 17A1, 
17B1, 17C1, and 18A.  The purpose of this study focused on Factor 1, Perceptions of RTI 
Practices Applied to Academic Content, and only surveyed participants with the items 
associated with Factor 1.  The 12-item survey was designed to examine level of perceived 
implementation within a school or district.  According to Castillo et al. (2013), 
“Calculating average levels of perceived practices at the domain level allows educators to 
examine general perceptions of implementation when applying PS/RtI practices to (1) 
academic content” (p. 67).  This tool can identify discrepancies between what school 
leaders believe is happening and what educators’ perceive is happening regarding 
implementation of RTI practices.  As an indicator for implementation of RTI practices, 
the Perceptions of Practices survey provides insight from those involved in the RTI 
framework, but all other common instructional roles within the school i.e. administrators, 
general education teachers, student services, special education teachers, content 
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specialists (e.g. art, music…) should complete the survey.  Educators selected from the 
following quasi-interval scale, responding to items on the survey ranging from 1 (Never 
Occurred) to ϒ (Do Not Know).  
The OCDQ-RE is a school climate assessment instrument specific for application 
within elementary schools.  Permission for use of this pre-existing, validated survey was 
acquired via email from Wayne Hoy on May 5, 2016 (see Appendix C).  The validity of 
this survey was completed by Hoy et al. at the Ohio State University, which was 
supported by correlating each dimension with the original OCDQ survey.  The 
researchers field tested a final version to assess the stability of its factor structure and 
validity (Hoy et al., 1991).  The OCDQ-RE measures two general factors: openness of 
teacher interactions and openness of principal leadership behaviors.  Within these two 
factors are various dimensions.  Hoy et al. (1991) outlined the dimensions found within 
the factors of elementary school climate:  
1. Supportive principal behavior: reflects a basic concern for teachers.  The 
principal listens and is open to teacher suggestions.  Praise is given genuinely 
and criticism is handled constructively.  
2. Directive principal behavior: rigid, close supervision.  The principal 
maintains control of all teacher and school activities. 
3. Restrictive principal behavior: behavior that hinders rather than facilitates 
teacher work.  The principal burdens teachers with paper work, committee 
requirements, routine duties, and other demands that interfere with their 
teaching responsibilities. 
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4. Collegial teacher behavior: supports open and professional interactions 
among teachers.  Teachers are proud of their school, enjoy working with their 
colleagues, and are respectful of their colleagues.  
5. Intimate teacher behavior: cohesive and strong social relations among 
teachers.  Teachers know each other well, socialize together regularly, and 
provide strong social support for each other.  
6. Disengaged teacher behavior: signifies a lack of meaning and focus to 
professional activities.  Teachers are simply putting in time in nonproductive 
group efforts; they have no common goals.  
Each of these dimensions is measured by a subtest of the OCDQ-RE.  The 
reliability scores for the scales of each dimension were relatively high: Supportive (.94), 
Directive (.88), Restrictive (.81), Collegial (.87), Intimate (.83), and Disengaged (.78) 
(Hoy et al., 1991).  This survey provides normative data for schools within the state of 
New Jersey for comparison.  The survey is comprised of 42 questions with Likert scale 
responses that measure the basic dimensions of the elementary school climate.  Teachers 
completed each of the 42 items on the instrument by selecting their responses from a 4-
point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Rarely Occurs) to 4 (Very Frequently Occurs; see 
Appendix C).    
Data from the universal screening assessments are used to prescribe interventions 
and monitor intervention and support efforts applied to all students across an array of 
content areas (Cook, Volpe, & Livanis, 2010).  The school administered universal 
screening in the fall of 2016 and again in the winter of 2017 to assess specific ability in 
ORF and MCF.  These assessment scores serve as the basis for making instructional 
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decisions within an RTI framework.  Each assessment score, fall and winter, serves as 
longitudinal data to determine student growth.   
The district uses the System to Enhance Educational Performance (STEEP) tools, 
which include universal screening and progress monitoring for student academic 
outcomes.  The STEEP is a research-based RTI framework that consists of a series of 
assessment and intervention procedures with specific decision rules to detect and 
remediate students with academic deficits.  The STEEP begins with screening, which 
involves a curriculum-based measurement assessment (CBM).  Curriculum-based 
measurement assessments are a specific set of procedures developed from the Data-Based 
Modification system described in the research by Deno and Mirkin (1977).  This system 
validated CBM as a formative assessment that could be used to evaluate the effectiveness 
of the instructional interventions being implemented (Deno & Mirkin, 1977).  This 
program uses instructional standards for each grade level that provide accurate 
assessments of students’ academic abilities.  Decision rules are applied to the collected 
screening assessment data to determine whether or not there is an issue with Tier 1 or 
within the core curriculum.  Dependent on the outcome of the screening, class-wide 
problems are addressed with class-wide interventions.  Benchmarks, used to identify 
students in need of academic intervention, are provided to assist in the interpretation of 
the STEEP assessments (VanDerHeyden et al., 2007).  Decision rules are then applied to 
the outcome of the performance or skill deficit assessment and students are prescribed 
either a skill or performance intervention.  A standard protocol is applied to select and 
implement an intervention for students identified with a skill deficit.  Early research by 
Fuchs, Deno, and Mirkin (1984) supported collecting curriculum-based measurement 
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assessment data and using it to make decisions about student instructional methods, based 
on the out come of the CBM assessment.  Progress monitoring data help determine if the 
applied intervention was appropriate (Witt & VanDerHeyden, 2007).  Appendix B 
presents the STEEP benchmarks used for the universal screening assessment student 
outcomes. 
Participant Selection  
Participants who completed the OCDQ-RE and Perceptions of Practices Survey 
were all teachers in each of the two public, urban elementary schools selected as the 
research sites.  Nonprobability sampling provided data from 20 teachers who completed 
the OCDQ-RE and 17 teachers who completed the Perceptions of Practices Survey.  The 
data were representative of each building.  The researcher used convenience sampling 
and all teachers within each building were invited to participate in the study.   
Student participants studied were any and all students who completed the 
universal screening assessment in the fall of 2016 or winter of 2017.  All student data 
from the Fall 2016 and Winter 2017 universal screening assessment scores in ORF and 
MCF were collected from each building.  The researcher assessed 547 sets of scores for 
each area. 
Identification and Invitation 
Potential study participants received a detailed explanation of the purpose and 
significance of the study via email.  The invitation also included links to access each 
survey and an estimated time for completion of both surveys.  Informed consent and 
documents were provided electronically to the participants.  Appendix E presents a copy 
of the participant email invitation.   
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Data Analysis Procedures  
The intent of the researcher was to provide viable data that contribute to the 
literature regarding school climate, teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices, and 
student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction.  Additionally, the researcher 
intended to provide specific information to a school district in New Jersey regarding the 
differences in student outcomes between two small elementary schools within the district 
that were implementing the same RTI framework of instruction, but yielded different 
student outcomes in each of the two schools.  Therefore, the researcher used the small 
teaching population within each school as participants from which to gather data.  This 
participant sample resulted in a small sample size, limiting the statistical analysis 
methods applicable to identify any type of statistical significance.  The limited sample 
size was understood as part of the study, which is why the researcher used norm-
referenced assessments and the use of practical significance for application based on the 
criterion reference tools used to evaluate school climate and teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices.  The OCDQ-RE provides normative data from other New 
Jersey schools for comparison of the assessment scores from the study’s two schools.  
The researcher conducted descriptive and inferential statistics were completed.  To 
provide a more in-depth analysis of the data gathered from the sample, the normative data 
for OCDQ-RE and the Perceptions of Practices Survey were examined, compared, and 
the practical significance discussed in relation to the benchmark scores calculated for 
each building.   
Data were entered into SPSS Version 24.0 for analysis.  Prior to analysis, the 
researcher calculated total scores and subscale scores for the Perceptions of Practices 
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Survey, OCDQ-RE, and student outcomes, as appropriate.  Descriptive statistics were 
conducted to ensure all data met appropriate parameters for each corresponding 
instrument.  Data were also visually assessed for missing cases.  The researcher 
conducted Cronbach’s alpha to determine the internal consistency of the subscales of the 
Perceptions of Practices and OCDQ-RE scale.  The alpha coefficients were evaluated in 
accordance with the guidelines by George and Mallery (2010), where > .70 is acceptable. 
To examine Research Question 1, the researcher conducted descriptive statistics 
to calculate the means and standard deviations for the OCDQ-RE for each school.  The 
OCDQ-RE is comprised of the following six subscales: Supportive, Directive, 
Restrictive, Collegial, Intimate, and Disengaged.  The researcher calculated the score for 
each subscale and the overall school climate of each school per the scoring criteria of the 
OCDQ-RE.  Each subscale score and overall school climate score were compared to 
normed data of scores from other schools within the same state as the studied school.  
This analysis and comparison allowed the researcher to identify the practical significance 
associated with the subscale scores and overall school climate score reported from each 
school participating in the study.  The researcher also calculated means and standard 
deviations for the six subscale scores for each school.  To determine if statistically 
significant differences exist in school climate by School A vs. School B, the researcher 
conducted a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA).  The MANOVA is the 
appropriate statistical analysis because the goal of the research was to determine if 
differences in multiple dependent variables exist by school.  The dependent variables in 
the analysis are the six subscales of school climate of each school.  The independent 
variable in the analysis was the specific school.  The MANOVA is conducted with the 
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data to determine significance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).  An alpha of .05 was used to 
assess the results. 
Prior to conducting the MANOVA, the researcher checked the assumptions of the 
analysis.  The assumptions included univariate and multivariate normality, homogeneity 
of variance, and homogeneity of covariance.  The assumptions were assessed using the 
Kolmogorov Smirnov test, Mahalanobis distances, a Levene’s test, and Box’s M test, 
respectively.    
H10: There will not be statistically significant differences in school climate when 
comparing School A vs. School B.   
H1A: There will be statistically significant differences in school climate when 
comparing School A vs. School B.   
To examine Research Question 2, the researcher calculated the of the perception 
of implementation practices score per the scoring criteria of the Perceptions of Practices 
survey for each school.  Each school score was compared to normed data.  This analysis 
and comparison allowed the researcher to identify the practical significance associated 
with the perception of implementation practices score reported from each school 
participating in the study.  To determine if statistically significant differences exist in 
teacher perceptions of practice, as measured by the Perceptions of Practices Survey by 
School A vs. School B, the researcher conducted an independent sample t test.  The 
independent sample t test is the appropriate analysis because the goal of the research 
question was to determine if a difference exists in a continuous dependent variable by a 
categorical independent variable with two levels, as suggested by Pagano (2013).  The 
dependent variable was teacher perceptions, as measured by the Perceptions of Practices 
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Survey, and the independent variable was the specific school.  The researcher used an 
alpha of .05 to assess the results.  Prior to analysis, the researcher assessed the 
assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance with a Kolmogrov Smirnov test 
and a Levene’s test, respectively.   
H20: There will not be statistically significant differences in teacher perceptions 
when comparing School A vs. School B.   
H2A: There will be statistically significant differences in teacher perceptions 
when comparing School A vs. School B.   
To examine Research Question 3, the researcher conducted descriptive statistics 
to determine the significance between perceptions of implementation practices, indicating 
teacher self-efficacy, as measured by the Perceptions of Practices Survey, and school 
climate, as measured by the OCDQ-RE, for each school.  The Perceptions of Practices 
Survey is comprised of one total score.  The researcher calculated means and standard 
deviations for the Perceptions of Practices Survey.   
To assess the results of the OCDQ-RE, the researcher calculated means and 
standard deviations for each school.  The OCDQ-RE is comprised of the following six 
subscales: Supportive, Directive, Restrictive, Collegial, Intimate, and Disengaged.  The 
researcher evaluated the data to determine if teacher self-efficacy was related to higher 
school climate. 
To address Research Question 4 and determine if statistically significant 
differences exist in ORF and MCF, as measured by the universal screening assessment 
scores by school, the researcher conducted descriptive and inferential statistics.  The 
researcher conducted 10 independent sample t tests.  The independent sample t test is the 
67 
appropriate analysis to determine if a difference occurs in a continuous dependent 
variable by a categorical independent variable with two levels (Pagano, 2013).   
The researcher conducted five tests to assess differences in scores in ORF and 
conducted five tests to assess the scores for MCF at each school.  Data were gathered for 
five grades; therefore, one test per grade was conducted.  The continuous dependent 
variable was either the ORF or MCF change scores.  The independent variable was the 
specific school, A or B.  The researcher used an alpha of .05.  Prior to analysis, the 
researcher assessed the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance with a 
Kolmogrov Smirnov test and a Levene’s test, respectively.  
The researcher conducted a 2x2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) for ORF and 
MCF for Grades 1–5, by school, over time.  The ANOVA was the appropriate statistical 
analysis because the goal of the research was to determine if differences exist between 
subjects.  Additionally, this method of analyses accounts for any variances in baseline 
values associated with higher or lower starting scores.  The researcher conducted five 2x2 
ANOVAs for each school to determine if statistical differences exist from Fall 2016 to 
Winter 2017 assessment scores between School A and School B.  Results were 
interpreted by Wilk’s Lambda, with an alpha of .05 to assess the results.    
Data Collection 
Data collection for this study was completed in one phase.  Participants received 
an invitation outlining the study.  The email also contained an explanation of the 
researcher’s intent to conceal all identifying factors by using the “edit collector option” 
within the SurveyMonkey interface.  The online interface provided additional security 
and backup to protect the data from human or technological error (Creswell, 2012).  The 
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only identifiable information was the documentation by the participant of the specific 
building they work in.  All study-related data are kept on a password-secured computer 
accessible to only the researcher.  Additionally, the email contained links to the surveys, 
OCDQ-RE and Perceptions of Practice, which were replicated in SurveyMonkey.  The 
universal screening scores were provided via email by the district’s RTI consultant after 
redacting specific student identifiers.    
Ethical Considerations 
The researcher addressed many ethical considerations while completing this 
study.  Data collected to complete this study could have been used as identifiers; 
therefore, careful consideration was made to ensure anonymity of survey respondents and 
to ensure that all student identifiers were redacted from student scores.  To fulfill the 
ethical standards of Drexel University and the New Jersey public school district, the 
researcher acquired approval from IRB of Drexel University.  The New Jersey public 
school district Board of Education reviewed and approved the study, as well.  The 
researcher gained permission to use the OCDQ-RE from Wayne Hoy.  Permission to use 
the Perception of Practice survey from the Florida PS/RtI Statewide Project was provided 
within the technical assistance manual.  Castillo et al. (2012) allowed for use of the 
survey instrument as educational stakeholders and with appropriate source citation.  To 
protect ethical consideration of participants, the researcher obtained all student universal 
screening data, provided by the RTI consultant, after all identifiable indicators were 
redacted to ensure anonymity.  Survey responses from participants remained anonymous 
through the use of the “edit collector options” within the online survey provider’s 
interface.  All data collected remained confidential and participation was voluntary.  
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After the completion of the study, the data were reported in the researcher’s dissertation 
and presented to the New Jersey public school district’s director of special services.  The 
researcher aimed to provide data to drive decision-making processes within the school 
district and to contribute to the literature on school climate, teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices, and student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction.   
Limitations 
Limitations to the study existed.  The sample size was small.  School A only 
employs 25 teachers, while School B only employs twenty.  Although the invitation to 
participate was sent more than once, nonresponse bias affected the study.  Questions on 
the OCDQ-RE and Perceptions of Practices Survey asked participants to be reflective of 
their school climate and RTI implementation practices.  This may not have provided a 
valid description of school climate or RTI implementation practices resulting from 
response bias.   
Summary 
The case study design is a methodology that supports educational research.  This 
method reveals an in-depth focus with a holistic approach toward the complexities related 
to the phenomenon that contributes to the understanding of the organizational process.  
The Perceptions of Practices Survey helped to examine teacher perceived self-efficacy of 
implementation practices in an RTI framework of instruction.  The OCDQ-RE allowed 
the researcher to examine the school climate, while the subscales provided overview of 
specific dimensions within school climate.  The researcher used various statistical 
analysis methods to evaluate the relationships between school climate, teacher self-
efficacy, and student outcomes.  Additional comparison of the data with the OCDQ-RE 
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and Perceptions of Practices norms provided an in-depth evaluation of the differences in 
school climate, teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices, and student outcomes 
within the same district framework of RTI instruction between the two specific schools.  
Chapter 4 reveals the findings, results, and interpretations of the quantitative data 
associated with this study.    
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS, RESULTS, AND INTERPRETATIONS 
Introduction 
Reauthorization of the federal legislation, the Individuals with Disability Act 
(IDEA) 2004, outlined the use of RTI as a research-based intervention framework that is 
proactive in design.  A result of the increased and required teacher accountability 
regarding student outcomes is that school leaders are turning to research-based 
educational initiatives, such as RTI, to increase student outcomes.  However, some school 
districts are successful with the implementation of RTI, while others are not.  School 
climate, culture, and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy of implementation practices often 
differ among schools, and this holds true even among those located within the same 
school district.  Based on the supporting evidence, these variables may directly or 
indirectly influence the effect of the RTI framework on student outcomes (Hoy & 
Hannum, 1997; Zullig et al., 2010).  Given the vast differences within the learning 
environment, it is difficult to provide a concrete understanding of all the variables that 
may directly or indirectly affect programs intended to increase student outcomes.  As 
such, it is imperative to identify and explore any variable that may alter the strength of 
the program on student outcomes.  Chapter 4 contains the analyses relevant to this 
problem to provide insight regarding the potential variables of school climate and teacher 
self-efficacy of implementation practices that may correspond to the strength of an RTI 
framework of instruction and, ultimately, student outcomes.  The following are the 
central research questions and related hypotheses of the study.   
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RQ1:  What is the perception of school climate as measured by the OCDQ-RE in 
each school?  Is there a statistically significant difference in school climate, as 
measured by the OCDQ-RE, by school? 
RQ2:  What is the perception of implementation practices as measured by the 
Perception of Practices survey in each school?  Is there a statistically significant 
difference in perceptions of implementation practices, as measured by the OCDQ-
RE, by school? 
RQ3:  Is there a significant difference between the perceptions of implementation 
practices, as measured by the Perceptions of Practices survey and school climate, 
as measured by the OCDQ-RE? 
RQ4:  Are there statistically significant differences in ORF scores and MCF 
scores as measured by Universal Screening for Grades 1–5, by school, over time? 
H10: There will not be statistically significant differences in school climate when 
comparing School A vs. School B.   
H1A: There will be statistically significant differences in school climate when 
comparing School A vs. School B.   
H20: There will not be statistically significant differences in teacher perceptions 
when comparing School A vs. School B.   
H2A: There will be statistically significant differences in teacher perceptions 
when comparing School A vs. School B.   
H30: There will not be statistically significant differences in ORF and MCF for 
Grades 1-5, by school, over time.   
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H3A: There will be statistically significant differences in ORF and MCF for 
Grades 1-5, by school, over time.   
Participants from two elementary schools completed a cross-sectional Perception 
of Practices survey and a cross-sectional OCDQ-RE.  The researcher used the 
Perceptions of Practices Survey to assess teacher self-efficacy regarding the extent to 
which they implement RTI practices.  This survey assesses self-efficacy of teachers’ 
ability to implement RTI practices with fidelity.  The researcher used the OCDQ-RE to 
describe the current organizational climate and school climate of elementary schools.  
The first part of the survey focuses on the school principal’s influence on the school 
climate from the teacher’s perspective.  The second part of the survey examines the 
behavior of the teachers within the building.  Together, these parts provide a 
comprehensive analysis of six dimensions that define the school climate.  Student data 
from the Fall 2016 and Winter 2017 universal screening assessment ORF and MCF 
scores for Grades 1 through 5 for School A and School B were collected.  The 
significance of this study is the influence the results will have for the school district.  The 
results can be used to inform the director of special services regarding the effect variables 
have on the intended outcome of an RTI framework of instruction.    
Findings 
Organizational Climate Description for Elementary Schools (RQ1, RQ3) 
The findings of the OCDQ-RE revealed the overall school climate of each of the 
elementary schools under study.  The survey also provided scores for each of the six 
subscales and dimensions associated with school climate.  Findings were determined 
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using the scoring criterion of the OCDQ-RE, computing standardized scores, and SPSS 
statistical analysis.   
The researcher calculated Cronbach’s alphas for each of the OCDQ-RE 
dimensions.  As seen in Table 1, results indicated that the restrictive behavior and 
disengaged behavior scales did not exhibit a reasonable degree of internal consistency, so 
they were interpreted with caution.  Directive behavior had a degree of internal 
consistency just below the benchmark of .70.   
Table 2  
Cronbach’s Alphas for OCDQ-RE Dimensions 
Dimension n No. of items Cronbach’s α 
    
Supportive behavior 20 9 .95 
Directive behavior 20 9 .68 
Restrictive behavior 20 5 .14 
Collegial behavior 20 8 .73 
Intimate behavior 20 7 .86 
Disengaged 
behavior 20 4 .19 
 
The researcher used Cronbach’s alpha to assess the internal consistency, not the 
validity, of the OCDQ-RE.  The researcher calculated the six-dimension scores for each 
building according to the scoring criteria by Hoy et al. (1991). The OCDQ-RE contains a 
total of 42 questions, measured on a 4-point scale for respondents to answer statements 
regarding principal and teacher behavior.  Teacher responses to the survey contribute to 
the identification of six dimensions of school climate: three for principals and three for 
teachers.  The six dimensions, which all resulted from the sum of constituent items, 
define the school climate.  
• Supportive Behavior (S) = 4 + 9 + 15 + 14 + 22 + 23 + 28 + 29 + 42  
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• Directive Behavior (D) = 5 + 10 + 17 + 24 + 30 + 34 + 35 + 39 + 41  
• Restrictive Behavior (R) = 11 + 18 + 25 + 31 + 36  
• Collegial Behavior (C) = 1 + 6 + 12 + 19 + 26 + 32 + 37 + 40  
• Intimate Behavior (Int) = 2 + 7 + 13 + 20 + 27 + 33 + 38  
• Disengaged Behavior (Dis) = 3 + 8 + 14 + 21 
To compare OCDQ-RE scores with norms, scores first underwent standardization 
by multiplying the difference between each OCDQ-RE score and the mean by 100, and 
dividing the product by the standard deviation of the sample’s scores.  This score 
summed with 500 resulted in the final standardized score.  Table 2 shows standardized 
scores for these scales for Schools A and B. 
Table 3  
OCDQ-RE Scores for Schools A and B 
 School A School B 
Score Min. Max. M Min. Max. M 
       
Supportive 
behavior 299.25 610.97 481.30 411.47 598.50 518.70 
Directive 
behavior 364.16 683.79 526.26 409.82 706.62 473.74 
Restrictive 
behavior 360.80 644.89 536.93 303.98 588.07 463.07 
Collegial 
behavior 319.70 653.03 462.12 440.91 653.03 537.88 
Intimate 
behavior 568.76 871.79 685.31 592.07 825.17 687.65 
Disengaged 
behavior 381.41 766.03 548.08 381.41 573.72 451.92 
 
 These dimensions are used to calculate scores for principal openness and teacher 
openness, which are then used to describe the overall school climate.  The following 
describe the types of school climate,  
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• Open climate: Both teacher and principal openness scores were above 500 
• Closed climate: Both teacher and principal openness scores were below 500  
• Engaged climate: The principal openness score was below 500 and the teacher 
openness score was above 500  
• Disengaged climate: The principal openness score is above 500 and the 
teacher openness score is below 500 
Table 3 shows the principal and teacher openness score for Schools A and B.  
School A has an engaged school climate, while School B has an open school climate.   
Table 4 
 Principal and Teacher Openness Scores for Schools A and B 
  School A               School B 
Score   
   
Principal Openness Score 472.70 527.29 
Teacher Openness Score 533.11 591.20 
 
Perceptions of Practices Survey (RQ2, RQ3) 
The findings of the Perceptions of Practices Survey revealed teacher perceived 
self-efficacy of implementation practices in an RTI framework of instruction for each of 
the elementary schools.  The survey provided teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices for RTI academic interventions.  Findings were determined using the scoring 
criterion of the Perceptions of Practices Survey, computing standardized scores, and 
SPSS statistical analysis.   
The Perceptions of Practices Survey is a self-report measure used to assess 
teacher perceptions of their RTI implementation practices (Castillo et al., 2012).  The 
researcher used this survey to reveal what school leaders believe is happening and what 
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the teachers responsible for implementation of the RTI framework are reporting is 
happening, or if differences in perceptions exist.  The researcher calculated Factor 1, 
perceptions of implementation practices applied to academic content, using the following 
survey questions: 
• Factor 1: 2A, 3A, 4A, 5A, 6A, 7A, 8A, 9A, 10A, 11A, 12A, 13A, 14A, 15A, 
16A, 17A1, 17B1, 17C1, and 18A. 
The researcher calculated the mean and standard deviation for Factor 1, relating to 
academic content, of the Perceptions of Practices Survey for School A and School B.  
This provides an overall score of each school’s teacher self-efficacy of implementation of 
practices in an RTI framework of instruction.  Table 4 presents means and standard 
deviations of the Perceptions of Practices Survey for both Schools A and B.  
Table 5  
Perception of Practices Scores for Schools A and B 
  School A               School B 
Score M SD M SD 
     
Perception of Practices Score 3.57 0.95 4.08 0.38 
   
The survey results indicated School A teachers have lower self-efficacy of 
implementation practices, indicating that implementation of RTI practices “Sometimes 
Occur” with fidelity.  School B teachers have higher self-efficacy, indicating the 
implementation of RTI practices “Often Occur” with fidelity. 
Universal Screening Assessment (RQ4) 
 The analyses of the student outcome scores from School A and School B showed 
statistical significance at various levels.  Table 5 presents the average student change 
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scores for ORF and MCF from Schools A and B.  School B change scores were higher on 
average for most grades’ ORF and MCF student achievement, except for second grade 
ORF scores, and fifth grade MCF and ORF scores, which were higher in School A. 
Table 6  
Mean ORF and MCF Change Scores for Grades 1 Through 5 in Schools A and B 
 School A School B 
Category M SD M SD 
     
Grade 1     
 ORF 25.21 18.12 29.05 17.51 
 MCF 12.51 9.94 14.11 10.51 
Grade 2     
 ORF 26.50 19.09 21.76 22.05 
 MCF 15.82 11.07 21.72 14.70 
Grade 3     
 ORF 25.05 17.35 21.44 19.89 
 MCF 9.05 9.45 13.29 11.89 
Grade 4     
 ORF 17.58 22.20 20.98 16.89 
 MCF 15.31 13.36 18.31 15.38 
Grade 5     
 ORF 17.90 18.75 15.69 16.50 
 MCF 18.05 15.56 26.58 17.96 
 
 The researcher calculated percentages for each school’s ORF and MCF 
achievement levels, as established by the STEEP scoring criterion, for each grade level 
(see Table 6).  School B consistently had higher percentages in the above average group, 
based on grade-wise norms.  The largest differences in percentages were in fall for Grade 
4, where School A’s sample consisted of 39.3% in the above average group, and School 
B had 73.2% in the above average group.   
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Table 7  
Student ORF Achievement in Schools A and B for Grades 1 Through 5 
 School A School B 
Category n % n % 
Grade 1 Fall     
 Below average 27 60.0 9 23.7 
 Average 9 20.0 11 28.9 
 Above average 9 20.0 18 47.4 
Grade 1 Winter     
 Below average 13 29.5 3 7.7 
 Average 15 34.1 15 38.5 
 Above average 16 36.4 21 53.8 
Grade 2 Fall     
 Below average 19 39.6 4 13.8 
 Average 22 45.8 17 58.6 
 Above average 7 14.6 8 27.6 
Grade 2 Winter     
 Below average 14 29.2 5 14.7 
 Average 24 50.0 19 55.9 
 Above average 10 20.8 10 29.4 
Grade 3 Fall     
 Below average 9 21.4 4.0 11.4 
 Average 21 50.0 12.0 34.3 
 Above average 12 28.6 19 54.3 
Grade 3 Winter     
 Below average 5 12.5 2 5.3 
 Average 18 45.0 17 44.7 
 Above average 17 42.5 19 50.0 
Grade 4 Fall     
 Below average 8 14.3 2 4.9 
 Average 26 46.4 9 22.0 
 Above average 22 39.3 30 73.2 
Grade 4 Winter     
 Below average 4 7.5 1 2.3 
 Average 35 66.0 12 27.9 
 Above average 14 26.4 30 69.8 
Grade 5 Fall     
 Below average 9 18.4 5 13.5 
 Average 27 55.1 20 54.1 
 Above average 13 26.5 12 32.4 
Grade 5 Winter     
 Below average 7 13.7 3 8.1 
 Average 31 60.8 20 54.1 
 Above average 13 25.5 14 37.8 
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 In terms of MCF achievement, School B again had consistently higher 
percentages in the above average group, based on grade-wise norms.  The largest 
differences in percentages were in fall for Grade 1, where School A’s sample consisted of 
15.6% in the above average group, while School B had 52.6% in the above average 
group.  However, School B had a lower percentage of above average students in fall for 
Grade 3 (8.6%) compared to 11.9% in School A.  Table 7 presents percentages for each 
school’s MCF achievement scores for each grade level. 
Table 8  
Student MCF Achievement in Schools A and B for Grades 1 Through 5 
 School A School B 
Category n % n % 
      
Grade 1 Fall     
 Below average 15 33.3 3 7.9 
 Average 23 51.1 15 39.5 
 Above average 7 15.6 20 52.6 
Grade 1 Winter     
 Below average 14 31.8 3 7.7 
 Average 17 38.6 15 38.5 
 Above average 13 29.5 21 53.8 
Grade 2 Fall     
 Below average 9 19.1 2 6.9 
 Average 31 66.0 15 51.7 
 Above average 7 14.9 12 41.4 
Grade 2 Winter     
 Below average 6 12.2 3 8.8 
 Average 28 57.1 10 29.4 
 Above average 15 30.6 21 61.8 
Grade 3 Fall     
 Below average 18 42.9 10 28.6 
 Average 19 45.2 22 62.9 
 Above average 5 11.9 3 8.6 
Grade 3 Winter     
 Below average 7 17.5 2 5.3 
 Average 24 60.0 24 63.2 
 Above average 9 22.5 12 31.6 
Grade 4 Fall     
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 Below average 18 32.1 3 7.5 
 Average 31 55.4 24 60.0 
 Above average 7 12.5 13 32.5 
Grade 4 Winter     
 Below average 11 20.8 7 16.3 
 Average 32 60.4 18 41.9 
 Above average 10 18.9 18 41.9 
Grade 5 Fall     
 Below average 12 24.5 6 16.2 
 Average 14 28.6 9 24.3 
 Above average 23 46.9 22 59.5 
Grade 5 Winter     
 Below average 7 16.3 4 11.1 
 Average 16 37.2 5 13.9 
 Above average 20 46.5 27 75.0 
 
The researcher conducted a series of 10 independent sample t tests to determine if 
statistically significant difference existed in ORF and MCF scores by school.  For Grade 
1, School A’s group had 43 observations and School B’s group had 37 observations.  For 
Grade 2, School A’s group had 44 observations and School B’s group had 29 
observations.  For Grade 3, School A’s group had 40 observations and School B’s group 
had 34 observations.  For Grade 4, School A’s group had 52 observations and School B’s 
group had 39 observations.  For Grade 5, School A’s group had 42 observations and 
School B’s group had 36 observations.   
The researcher conducted the t tests in response to the following hypotheses.   
H30: There will not be statistically significant differences in ORF and MCF for 
Grades 1-5, by school, over time.   
H3A: There will be statistically significant differences in ORF and MCF for 
Grades 1-5, by school, over time.   
Before conducting the analysis, the researcher tested normality and equality of 
variances of the data using a series of Kolmogorov Smirnov tests and Levene’s test.  For 
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Grade 1, ORF was likely non-normal (p = .014).  In addition, MCF scores were also 
likely to be non-normal for Grade 1 (p = .049), Grade 2 (p = .007), and Grade 5 (p 
= .027).  The remaining grades were normal (p > .05).  Results involving ORF scores at 
Grade 1 and MCF scores at Grades 1, 2, and 5 should be interpreted with caution.  
Levene’s test was not significant for any analysis except for MCF change scores in Grade 
2 (p = .039), indicating this single score should be interpreted using a modified degree of 
freedom value. 
 Results of the 10 independent sample t tests only indicated significant differences 
among student change scores in MCF at Grade 5, t(76) = -2.25 and p = .027.  Based on 
mean evaluation, School B (M = 26.58) had significantly higher increases in MCF 
student achievement than School A (M = 18.05).  Based on these findings, null 
hypothesis six was partially rejected.  Table 8 provides the results of these analyses, as 
well as the school-wide means for Schools’ A and B in ORF and MCF. 
Table 9  
Independent Sample t Tests for Grades 1 through 5 
 
Category 
 
t 
 
df 
 
p 
School A 
Mean 
School B 
Mean 
       
Grade 1      
 ORF -0.96 78 .340 25.21 29.05 
 MCF -0.70 78 .488 12.52 10.51 
Grade 2      
 ORF 0.98 71 .332 26.50 21.76 
 MCF -1.85 48.14 .070 15.82 21.72 
Grade 3      
 ORF 0.83 72 .407 25.05 21.44 
 MCF -1.71 72 .092 9.05 13.29 
Grade 4      
 ORF -0.81 90 .423 17.58 20.98 
 MCF -0.99 89 .323 15.08 18.31 
Grade 5      
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 ORF 0.55 76 .585 17.90 15.69 
 MCF -2.25 76 .027 18.05 26.58 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
 The researcher used a 2x2 ANOVAs to analyze MCF and ORF scores over time 
(pre vs. post), by school (A vs. B), and over time by school.  The researcher completed a 
2x2 ANOVA for each grade level.  Grade 1 showed a significant change in MCF by time 
(p < .001) and by school (p < .001).  Although both schools improved similarly, School B 
lead in improvement by time compared to School A (p = .541).  Table 9 presents the 
results. 
Table 10 
 Grade 1 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for MCF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 7063.46 7063.46 134.78 < .001 
School 2377.51 2377.51 15.29 < .001 
Time * School 19.77 19.77 0.38 .541 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
Grade 2 showed significant change in MCF for time (p < .001), for school (p 
< .001), and for time by school (p = .024).  Although a significant change by time exists, 
School B scored consistently higher compared to School A.  At grade 2, there was a 
significance in scores for time by school, where School B scores improved slightly 
quicker than School A (see Table 10). 
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Table 11  
Grade 2 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for MCF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 11830.74 11830.74 162.81 < .001 
School 5402.56 5402.56 13.12 < .001 
Time * School 387.19 387.19 5.33 .024 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
Grade 3 showed significant change in MCF for time (p < .001) and for school (p 
= .029).  No significance existed for time by school existed (p = .092), but the significant 
differences for time and for school show School B improving more than School A.  Table 
11 presents the results of this analysis. 
Table 12  
Grade 3 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for MCF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 4587.79 4587.79 81.07 < .001 
School 714.47 714.47 4.99 .029 
Time * School 165.52 165.52 2.95 .092 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
Grade 4 showed significant change in MCF for time (p < .001) and for school (p 
=.001).  Again, School B scored consistently higher compared to School A (p = .281).  
Table 12 presents the results. 
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Table 13  
Grade 4 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for MCF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 12958.66 12958.66 128.23 < .001 
School 7165.57 7165.57 12.01 .001 
Time * School 118.84 118.84 1.18 .281 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
Grade 5 showed different results compared to the MCF changes in Grades 1-4.  
Grade 5 had a significant change in MCF for time (p < .001).  School B scores improved 
faster than School A scores, but overall School B scores were not significantly higher 
than School A scores (p = .069).  Table 13 presents the results. 
Table 14  
Grade 5 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for MCF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 19364.63 19364.63 138.05 < .001 
School 3235.50 3235.50 3.405 .069 
Time * School 647.21 647.21 4.614 .035 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
Grade 1 showed significant change in ORF for time (p < .001).  No significance 
existed in the way time improved scores by school (p = .352).  A significance existed in 
how well the schools did in comparison to each other (p = .012), as School B did 
significantly better than School A.  Table 14 presents the results. 
86 
Table 15  
Grade 1 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for ORF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 29016.75 29016.75 180.01 < .001 
School 19342.80 19342.80 6.66 .012 
Time * School 141.44 141.44 .88 .352 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
Grade 2 showed significant change in ORF for time (p < .001).  No significance 
existed in the way time improved scores by school (p = .332).  A significant difference 
existed in how well the schools did in comparison to each other (p = .036), where School 
B did better than School A.  Table 15 presents these results.  
Table 16  
Grade 2 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for ORF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 20353.90 20353.90 98.70 < .001 
School 196.48 196.48 .953 .332 
Time * School 12378.76 12378.76 4.57 .036 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
Grade 3 showed significant change in ORF for time (p < .001).  No significance 
existed in the way time improved scores by school (p = .407).  A slight significant 
difference existed in how well the schools did in comparison to each other over time (p 
= .064), where School B did better than School A.  Table 16 presents these results. 
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Table 17  
Grade 3 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for ORF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 19861.78 19861.74 115.35 < .001 
School 8464.37 8464.37 3.53 .064 
Time * School 119.68 119.68 .70 .407 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
Grade 4 showed significant change in ORF for time (p < .001).  No significance 
existed in the way time improved scores for school (p = .388).  A significant difference 
existed in how well the schools did in comparison to each other (p < .001).  Again, 
School B did significantly better than School A.  Table 17 presents the results. 
Table 18  
Grade 4 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for ORF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 17231.05 17231.05 86.27 < .001 
School 69244.74 69244.74 23.04 < .001 
Time * School 150.06 150.06 .751 .388 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
Grade 5 showed significance in ORF for time (p < .001).  No significance existed 
in the way time improved scores by school (p = .781).  A significant difference existed in 
how well the schools did in comparison to each other over time (p = .081).  School B did 
better compared to School A.  Table 18 presents the results. 
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Table 19  
Grade 5 Results of 2x2 ANOVA for ORF Scores by School (A vs. B) & Time (Pre vs. 
Post) 
Source Type III SS MS F p 
     
Time 10107.93 10107.93 69.63 < .001 
School 8260.96 8260.96 3.14 .081 
Time * School 11.31 11.31 .08 .781 
Bolded Type indicates significance 
 Chapter 4 findings summarize the data analysis associated with this study.  The 
results and interpretation section provide further analysis of the data examined in this 
chapter.  Moreover, the researcher will use the theoretical framework explored in the 
literature review as an additional analytical lens of the quantitative data and analyze the 
practical significance of the findings to address this study’s research questions. 
Results and Interpretations 
 The intent of this study was to examine the more abstract variables of the learning 
environment that may directly or indirectly affect student outcomes in an RTI framework 
of instruction.  Additionally, the researcher needed to address the differences in student 
outcomes found between two elementary schools implementing the same RTI framework 
of instruction within the same school district.  To evaluate the variables of school climate 
and teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices of the two schools, the researcher 
used analytical methods because of the small population.  Given the known limitations of 
the population size and delimitations associated with the anonymity of the survey 
response, both statistical significance and practical significance were used to address the 
questions that guided this study.  
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Research Question 1 
 Statistical significance.  To examine Research Question 1, the researcher 
conducted one MANOVA, which provided the results necessary to assess the question of 
statistical significance of the school climates of School A and School B.  The researcher 
conducted the MANOVA in response to the following hypotheses. 
H10: There will not be statistically significant differences in school climate when 
comparing School A vs. School B.   
H1A: There will be statistically significant differences in school climate when 
comparing School A vs. School B.   
Prior to analysis, the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance 
required assessment in both univariate and multivariate forms.  A series of Kolmogorov 
Smirnov tests indicated that Collegial behavior (p = .200) and Disengaged behavior (p 
= .180) met the assumption of univariate normality, but Supportive (p = .007), Directive 
(p = .044), Restrictive (p = .011), and Intimate (p = .019) behaviors did not.  As such, 
interpretation of these behavior scores should be done with caution.  Multivariate 
normality is not testable in SPSS, but based on the majority of non-normal variables, 
multivariate normality should not be assumed.  Homogeneity of variance is testable 
through Levene’s test for univariate homogeneity and Box’s M test for the multivariate 
homogeneity.  Box’s M test was not significant (p = .100), indicating the set of dependent 
variables were comparable, and not prohibitively heterogeneous.  Levene’s test indicated 
significance for Supportive behavior only (p = .007), indicating this variable may not 
have heterogeneous variances, and may be problematic.  However, the remainder of the 
variables had nonsignificant results for all (p > .05), indicating the analysis of these 
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variables had homogeneous variances and would not be likely to cause problems during 
interpretation.  
 The overall MANOVA was not significant, F(6,13) = 1.76, p = .185, η2p = .45.  
Based on these findings, the individual variables did not require individual assessment. 
Thus, the null hypothesis could not be rejected in favor of the alternative.  Table 19 
provides the results of this analysis.  Although the null hypotheses could not be rejected 
in favor of the alternative, a probability exists that a larger sample size would provide the 
number of data points to reject the null hypotheses.  
Table 20  
MANOVA Results for Behavior Subscales (OCDQ) Between Schools 
Source F (6,13) p η2p 
    
School 1.76 .185 .45 
 
Given the intentional size and anonymity of the data, the researcher understood 
the limitations and delimitations.  The data collected did not meet the SPSS data size 
requirement to reject the null or accept the hypotheses. 
Practical significance.  The perception of school climate for each school was 
calculated based on the participants’ responses to the OCDQ-RE for each school.  A total 
of 10 observations from School A and 10 observations from School B were used to 
calculate the school climate.  Research analysis involved visual examination of school 
means on each school climate score and comparison to the normative scores for the 
sample.  The normative scores were derived from school climates of other schools within 
the same state as the study site, New Jersey.  In addition, the researcher examined the 
differences from norms on these scores between School A’s and School B’s climate. 
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To compare OCDQ-RE scores with norms, scores first underwent standardization.  
In comparison to the norm score of 500, or average, School A was slightly above average 
in terms of Directive, Restrictive, and Disengaged behaviors.  School A had a score of 
more than 600 in the dimension of Intimate behavior, nearly breaching the point at which 
it would be higher than 97% of other schools located within the same state.  School A’s 
lowest scores were in the Supportive and Collegial behavior dimensions, where they fell 
just under the average.  
Table 2 shows the results of the six subscales of the OCDQ-RE for side-by-side 
comparison.  School B also had scores above average in the Intimate behavior dimension, 
falling near the same range as School A, or nearly higher than 97% of schools in the 
state.  However, School B excelled in Supportive behavior; where School A fell slightly 
below the average, School B’s Supportive behavior dimension scores were slightly above 
average.  School B also showed lower scores, considered below average in comparison to 
state norms, on the Disengaged behavior dimension than School A.  School B showed 
lower scores in Directive and Restrictive behavior dimensions, where School A showed 
higher than average scores, as shown in Table 2.   
 Based on the results of the OCDQ-RE, School A has an Engaged school climate 
and School B has an Open school climate.  The characteristics of an Open school climate 
are cooperation, respect, and openness among the teachers and principal (Hoy et al., 
1991).  The principal of an Open school climate is perceived by teachers to listen to and 
be receptive of feedback while engaging with staff to provide frequent and sincere praise.  
Hoy et al. (1991) explained an Engaged school climate has similar characteristics of an 
Open school climate, but with a significant difference in the relationship between the 
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teachers and principal.  This relationship involves cooperation, respect, and openness 
among teachers, but not between the teachers and the principal.  The principal of an 
Engaged school climate does not provide leadership, effective support, and 
encouragement.   
 The principal openness score for School A is considered below average (M = 
472.70), while the teacher openness score is considered slightly above average (M = 
533.11).  The principal openness score is above average (M = 527.29), and the teacher 
openness score is high (M = 591.20) at School B.  The comparison of the benchmarks of 
teacher and principal openness by school demonstrate the differences in perception of 
each school’s principal by their respective teaching staff.  The principal is a school’s 
instructional leader.  A key component in facilitating teaching staff to work together 
requires open dialogue, effective support, and constructive feedback from the school 
leader (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2012).  If a perceived lack of open dialogue exists 
between the teachers and principals, as shown by the OCDQ-RE in School A, 
instructional support and feedback will not be provided, influencing the outcomes of 
instructional practices.  Previous studies have shown school climate impacts student 
outcomes.  This study’s findings support the conclusion that there is a relationship 
between school climate and student outcomes.    
Research Question 2 
 Statistical significance. One independent sample t test provided the results 
necessary to assess if statistical significance of Perception of Practices score existed 
between School A and School B.  The teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices 
score was based on the response to Perception of Practices survey by school.  School A’s 
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group consisted of eight observations and School B’s group consisted of nine 
observations.  The researcher conducted the t test in response to the following 
hypotheses. 
H20: There will not be statistically significant differences in teacher perceptions 
when comparing School A vs. School B.   
H2A: There will be statistically significant differences in teacher perceptions 
when comparing School A vs. School B.   
Prior to this analysis, the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance 
required assessment, and because there was only one dependent variable, the multivariate 
equivalents did not require assessment.  The perception scores were normally distributed, 
based on the results of the Kolmogorov Smirnov test, where p = .200.  Levene’s test 
indicated heterogeneity of variances, where p < .001, meaning that the two schools may 
not be entirely statistically comparable.  The researcher modified the degrees of freedom 
from 15 to 9.04 to adjust for this potential inequality. 
 Results of the independent sample t test indicated no significant differences 
existed between the two groups t(9.04) = -1.43, p = .188.  Based on these findings, the 
two schools did not appear to have significant differences in school perceptions of 
implementation practices.  Given the intentional size and anonymity of the participant 
data, the researcher understood the limitations and delimitations.  The data collected did 
not meet the SPSS data size requirement to reject the null or accept the hypotheses.  For 
this reason, the null hypothesis could not be rejected in favor of the alternative.   
Practical significance. The researcher calculated the perception of teacher self-
efficacy of implementation practices based on the participants’ responses to the 
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Perceptions of Practices Survey for each school.  As shown in Table 4, School B had a 
mean perception score of 4.08, indicating the RTI implementation practices “Often 
Occur” with program fidelity.  School A’s perception score was slightly lower, with an 
average of 3.57 (SD = 0.95), indicating the RTI implementation practices “Sometimes 
Occur” with fidelity.  Additionally, the Standard Deviation (SD) for School A indicates a 
varied response of the perceptions while School B’s SD indicates a more consistent 
response of the perception.  
Many researchers have analyzed and explored the affect teacher self-efficacy has 
on student outcomes (Muijs & Reynolds, 2001; Tournaki & Podell, 2005).  Teachers’ 
self-efficacy with regards to implementation practices may affect student achievement in 
many ways.  For example, teachers with higher self-efficacy are more likely to 
implement instructional interventions and implement classroom management practices 
and research-based instructional approaches that engage students (Allinder, 1994; 
Chacon, 2005; Podell & Soodak, 1993).  Fidelity of implementation of the core 
components within an RTI framework is imperative to the success of the program.  
Researchers continue to identify program implementation fidelity as critical to the 
intervention’s success.  Implementation fidelity is critical to the significance of the 
intervention’s ability to affect student outcomes (Berkeley et al., 2009; Cahill, 2007; 
Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Shapiro, 2009).  Previous research supports teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices impact student outcomes.  Contributing to previous research, 
this study’s findings conclude there is a relationship between teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices and student outcomes.  Understanding the difference in 
perceptions of RTI implementation practices that “Sometimes Occur” compared to when 
95 
they “Often Occur” provides a baseline.  These scores are still below ensuring RTI 
practices are implemented as prescribed, “Always Occurs,” which is the goal for 
framework implementation.   
Research Question 3 
 Practical significance.  Based on the findings of the Perception of Practices 
survey for each school, shown in Table 4, School B had a score of M = 4.08 (SD = 0.38), 
which indicates RTI implementation practices are implemented as prescribed  “Often 
Occur,” while School A’s slightly lower perception score of M = 3.57 (SD = 0.95) 
indicated RTI implementation practices are implemented as prescribed “Sometimes 
Occur.”  The higher perceptions in School B tended to correspond to scores above 
average in the Intimate behavior dimension of the OCDQ-RE.  This score is nearly higher 
than 97% of schools in the state of New Jersey in that dimension.  In addition, School B 
excelled in the Collegial behavior dimension, while School A scored lower than 84% of 
other New Jersey state schools.  School B also showed lower scores in the Disengaged 
behavior dimension than School A, falling below average compared to the state norm, 
while School A had an average score of 548.08.  School B showed lower scores in 
Directive and Restrictive behavior, while School A showed higher than average scores.  
This finding suggests the tendencies associated with the higher school climate within 
School B correspond to the higher perceptions of implementation scores found within 
School B.  School A has an Engaged Climate, which means openness exists among staff, 
but the school lacks an instructional leader.  School B has an Open Climate, which entails 
open communication between teachers and the principal.  Although School A’s climate 
indicates the lack of instructional support and constructive feedback, School B’s teachers 
96 
benefit from open dialogue that supports their instructional needs by the instructional 
leader.   
 Research also supports a higher school climate score corresponds to higher 
teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Nunn et al., 
2009; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009).  Teachers are more likely to seek 
professional development for their instructional needs when they are part of a supportive 
environment that includes effective leadership (Northouse, 2010).  The perception of a 
lack of open communication based relationship between teachers and the instructional 
leader may affect teachers as they seek support for instructional fidelity.  Therefore, 
ensuring school climate is perceived as Open is imperative when addressing variables 
within the learning environment that may alter the program’s effect on student outcomes 
(Heck, Larsen, & Marcoulides, 1990; Heck, Marcoulides, & Lang, 1991).  Based on this 
analysis, there is practical significance when comparing school climate and teacher self-
efficacy of implementations between Schools A and B.   
Research Question 4 
 Statistical significance.  The comparison of average student change scores show 
School B’s change scores were higher on average for most grades’ ORF and MCF 
student achievement, except for second grade ORF scores and fifth grade MCF and ORF 
scores, which were higher in School A.  The researcher also compared the percentages of 
students whose scores, based on the scoring criterion for the STEEP, placed them in one 
of the three categories, “Below Average,” “Average,” or “Above Average” to address the 
following hypotheses. 
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H30: There will not be statistically significant differences in ORF and MCF for   
Grades 1-5, by school, over time.   
H3A: There will be statistically significant differences in ORF and MCF for 
Grades 1-5, by school, over time.   
 For ORF, School B consistently had higher percentages of students in the above 
average group, based on grade-wise norms.  The largest difference of percentages of 
students in the above average group was in Grade 4.  School B had 73.2% of student in 
the above average group compared to just 39.3% of School A’s percentage.    
 In terms of MCF achievement, School B again had consistently higher 
percentages in the above average group, based on grade-wise norms.  The largest 
difference in percentages were during the fall for Grade 1, where School B had 52.6% of 
students in the above average group, while School A only had 15.6% of the students in 
the above average group.  School B started with a lower percentage, 8.6%, of students in 
the above average range in the fall for Grade 3 students compared to the fall Grade 3 
group percentage, 11.9%, of School A. 
 Only significant differences existed among student change scores in MCF at 
Grades 2 and 5.  There was significance at grade 5 when t(76) = -2.25 and p = .027 and 
Levene’s test was significant for MCF change scores in Grade 2 when p = .039.   
 The 2x2 ANOVAs showed that at Grades 1–5 for MCF and ORF, statistical 
significance existed for time, meaning that all grades in both areas showed significant 
increases in scores from the fall to winter assessments.  In Grades 1, 2, 3, and 4 for MCF, 
statistical significance existed for school, indicating scores were significantly different 
depending on the school the score came from.  The school with the significant effect on 
98 
student scores was School B.  At Grade 2 for MCF, a statistical significance existed for 
time by school, where School B improved quicker compared to School A.  In grades 1,3, 
and 4, School B showed higher scores than School A in MCF.  In Grade 5 for MCF, 
School B showed a quicker improvement compared to School A, but overall the scores 
were not significantly higher than School A.  For ORF at Grades 1 and 2, a significant 
difference existed by school.  At Grade 1, scores from School B were significantly better 
than School A and at Grade 2, School B scores were higher in comparison to School A.  
The analyses revealed at Grades 3, 4, and 5 for ORF time did not improve scores by 
school and at Grades 3 and 4, a slight significance existed in scores where School B was 
higher than School A.   
  Practical significance. The practical significance of this data comes from the 
combination of the school climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices 
score for each school.  These interpretations suggest that higher perception of practices 
scores are possibly linked with higher student achievement, based on the trends within 
the data.  School B’s change scores in ORF were higher on average for Grades 1, 3, and 
4.  School B also had average changes scores that were higher than School A in Grades 1, 
2, 3, and 4 for MCF.  School B had higher Supportive behavior and Collegial behavior 
dimension scores and lower Directive, Restrictive, and Disengaged dimension scores on 
the OCDQ-RE than School A.  Per the scoring criterion of the OCDQ-RE, these scores 
show School B has a higher reported perception of school climate than School A.  These 
findings supports the conclusion that there is a relationship between higher Supportive 
behavior and Collegial behavior dimensions and student achievement in MCF, while 
lower Directive, Restrictive, and Disengaged behavior dimensions scores result in higher 
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MCF assessment scores.  The practical significance of this analysis supports higher 
reported perceptions of school climate in School B resulted in higher student achievement 
in MCF for this school, while lower reported perceptions of school climate resulted in 
lower student achievement in MCF for School A.  This result is based on the scores 
among School B, which followed this trend in comparison to School A.   
These interpretations suggest a relationship exists between these two variables.  
This study found that higher perception of practices scores resulted in higher student 
achievement, based on the trends within the data for ORF within School B.  School B’s 
change scores in ORF were higher on average for Grades 1, 3, and 4.  Per the scoring 
criterion of the OCDQ-RE, these scores showed School B has a higher reported 
perception of school climate than School A.  These findings suggest a relationship 
between higher Supportive behavior and Collegial behavior and student achievement in 
ORF, and lower Directive, Restrictive, and Disengaged behavior and higher ORF student 
scores.  Based on the scores among School B, which followed this trend in comparison to 
School A.  The practical significance of this analysis supports higher reported perceptions 
of school climate in School B resulted in higher student achievement in ORF for this 
school, while lower reported perceptions of school climate resulted in lower student 
achievement in ORF for School A.   
Per the scoring criterion of the Perceptions of Practices Survey, School B reported 
that RTI practices are implemented as designed “Often Occur,” while School A reported 
that RTI practices are implemented as designed “Sometimes Occur.”  Evaluating all the 
data pieces together shows that a reported lower perception of school climate and teacher 
self-efficacy of implementation practices also resulted in lower student outcomes 
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compared to a reported higher perception of school climate and teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices which resulted in higher student outcomes.  School A reported 
an Engaged school climate, along with a lower teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices score.  School B reported an Open school climate and a higher teacher self-
efficacy of implementation practices score.  The statistical analysis controlled for higher 
or lower starting student scores, which may have affected the practical and statistical 
significance.  The 2x2 ANOVAs consistently showed School B had higher scores or 
increased student growth quicker in comparison to School A.   
Summary 
This chapter presented the findings, results, and interpretations of the study.  The 
researcher used both statistical and practical significance to address the research 
questions associated with this case-study.  The results contribute to the literature, 
providing a study that blends statistical and practical significance and the use of theory 
that allows for accurate evaluation of programs with small populations.  Additionally, this 
study contributes to the literature regarding school climate, teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices, and student outcomes in a RTI framework of instruction.  
Moreover, this study provided statistical, practical, and research-based analysis and the 
resultant feedback that can be used to improve a framework of interventions for 
elementary students.  Using criterion referenced survey tools, the researcher evaluated 
more abstract variables of school climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices.  When compared with student outcomes from the respective schools, school 
climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices may be the variables that 
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are altering the strength of the intended outcomes of the RTI framework between two 
elementary schools within the same district.   
In the following Chapter, the researcher compares these findings to the existing 
research and expounds on the results based on the researcher’s understanding of the 
findings.  Chapter 5 also includes a discussion of the strengths and limitations of the 
present analyses, with indication to future researchers regarding steps to avoid these 
limitations.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this case study research design was to document and evaluate the 
differences in school climate, teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices, and 
student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction experienced in two small 
elementary schools located in an urban New Jersey public school district.  The 
methodology consisted of cross-sectional quantitative surveys and Fall 2016 and Winter 
2017 student universal screening scores.  The researcher used the Perceptions of Practices 
Survey to understand the teacher self-efficacy of RTI implementation practices of the 
teachers in each of the two elementary schools.  Researchers cite teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices as a factor in the success of new educational initiatives and 
student outcomes (Bandura, 2011; Nunn et al., 2009).  Therefore, evaluating the current 
self-efficacy of RTI implementation practices of each building’s teachers was important 
in this study.  The OCDQ-RE allowed the researcher to understand the current school 
climate of each of the two elementary schools.  Previous studies and research findings 
showed a link between school climate and student outcomes (Blasé & Kirby, 2000; 
Brookover et al., 1978; Cohen, 2006; Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Kraft, Marinell, & Yee, 
2016).  Student growth outcomes, as measured by the universal screening Fall 2016 and 
Winter 2017 assessment scores provided an overview of academic achievement in ORF 
and MCF at each of the schools.  The findings of this study can be used to develop 
recommendations that address the phenomenon in which one school is more successful in 
terms of student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction.  Through this study, the 
103 
researcher used statistical and practical significance to evaluate school climate, teacher 
self-efficacy of implementation practices, and their correspondence to student outcomes.   
The context of this study was two small elementary schools located in the same 
urban public school district in New Jersey.  By using each school within the district as a 
unit of analysis, the researcher provided specific information regarding each school’s 
climate, teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices, and student outcomes.  With 
increasing accountability for student success, many districts have focused on increasing 
rigorous instructional and intervention models (Frymier & Joekel, 2004).  Still, research 
has shown that teachers need ongoing, meaningful professional development that 
provides instructional support and the opportunity for collaborative practices (Tschannen-
Moran & McMaster, 2009).  Additionally, the literature provides evidence that school 
climate affects teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices, ultimately influencing 
student outcomes (Cohen, 2006).   
The researcher knew the limitations the small population of each school would 
have on data analysis methods.  Therefore, a case study design was best suited to provide 
an in-depth focus on an identified problem, the differences between student outcomes in 
two elementary schools within the same district and applying the same framework of RTI 
instruction.  The case study method allowed the researcher to retain the natural and 
meaningful characteristics of the real-life events and phenomenon of each schools’ 
organizational processes (Yin, 2009).  The quantitative data were collected in one phase 
and the researcher applied statistical analysis methods through SPSS.  Given the 
limitations of the population size in determining statistical significance, the researcher 
used previous and current research as an analytical lens of theoretical support to the 
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statistical analysis.  The delimitations associated with this study were addressed with the 
use of practical significance.  The recommendations section reflects this, as they were 
designed based on theory and a holistic look at the data explored in the previous chapter.  
This blended case study model yielded rich, school-specific data to evaluate the current 
school climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices in an RTI 
framework of instruction.  This type of program evaluation provides insight for decision 
makers about the status of the program, determining if it is meeting their needs.  The 
program provides data that guide decisions regarding current practices and the 
development of recommendations (Krathwohl, 1993).   
This study contributes to the current theoretical perspective that suggests if school 
leaders are able to alter school climate, it will affect teacher self-efficacy, ultimately 
influencing student outcomes.  Moreover, the results provide the public school district 
with invaluable insight regarding the current school climate and teacher self-efficacy that 
has affected the student outcomes of each school, regardless of the current use of the 
same RTI framework of instruction.  The researcher provides recommendations to 
improve school climate and teacher self-efficacy to negate the effect they are having on 
their established RTI framework of instruction.  Addressing the studied phenomenon will 
allow the district to support their RTI framework.   
 Four research questions guided this study. 
RQ1:  What is the perception of school climate as measured by the OCDQ-RE in 
each school?  Is there a statistically significant difference in school climate, as 
measured by the OCDQ-RE, by school? 
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RQ2:  What is the perception of implementation practices as measured by the 
Perception of Practices survey in each school?  Is there a statistically significant 
difference in perceptions of implementation practices, as measured by the OCDQ-
RE, by school? 
RQ3:  Is there a significance between the perceptions of implementation 
practices, as measured by the Perceptions of Practices Survey and school climate, 
as measured by the OCDQ-RE? 
RQ4:  Are there statistically significant differences in ORF scores and MCF 
scores as measured by Universal Screening for Grades 1–5, by school, over time? 
 The intent of this chapter is to present the conclusions according to the results of 
this study, to provide recommendations supported by the literature provided throughout 
this study regarding the effect school climate has on teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices and student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction, and 
to offer further implications for future research.   
Conclusions 
Research on RTI primarily pertained to evaluating the individual process of the 
program, but limited research existed regarding the implementation of RTI as an 
integrated whole.  This researcher intended to expand the scope of research regarding 
RTI by evaluating school climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices as 
variables that affect the intended outcome.  Well-established research supports school 
climate and teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices as variables that affect 
student outcomes, but few researchers have evaluated those variables in an RTI 
framework of instruction (Marzano, 2003; Hattie, 2012).   
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Recommendations 
The researcher examined two of the abstract variables that may directly or 
indirectly affect an RTI framework of instruction when evaluating it as an integrated 
process of the school learning environment.  The researcher evaluated the phenomenon in 
which school climate mediates the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student 
outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction.  A difference in student outcomes exists 
between two small elementary schools within a public New Jersey school district that 
implements an RTI framework of instruction.  This study contributes to the research 
regarding small populations that limit the use of statistical significance by blending 
statistical analysis and visual comparison supported by existing research.  The analysis of 
the data associated with this study prompted the following recommendations: 
1. Teachers perceived their self-efficacy of implementation practices lower in 
School A.  Therefore, ongoing and meaningful professional development will 
provide the support that teachers need to ensure RTI implementation occurs as 
designed.  Teachers’ increased knowledge of implementation practices will 
contribute to increased RTI implementation fidelity.   
2. A difference exists between School A and School B in school climate.  The 
school climate also revealed a difference in perceptions of the principals of 
each school.  Teachers of School B felt that there was open and honest 
dialogue that allowed for constructive feedback from the school leader.  
Consequently, school leaders should consider implementing this type of 
communicative approach with their school staff.  
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3. A difference exists in student outcomes between the two elementary schools 
which may be related to the observed variances in school climate and teacher 
self-efficacy of implementation practices of each school.   
The conclusions from this study prompted recommendations to inform the design of 
district initiatives to increase school climate and promote teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices in an RTI framework of instruction.  The focus of this study 
was to identify the differences in student outcomes between two elementary schools 
within the same district.  The researcher identified a difference in school climate and 
teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices in an RTI framework between the two 
schools.  Therefore, the recommendations pertain to each variable to reduce the affect 
these variables have on the intended student outcomes in upcoming school years.  The 
next sections will address the recommendations for the district. 
Teacher Self-Efficacy 
 Research supports teachers using RTI should have ongoing, meaningful 
professional development to ensure the program is implemented as designed.  It also 
finds fidelity of RTI instructional practices is necessary to ensure interventions are 
delivered consistently and teacher perception of RTI components are not inhibiting the 
impact of the program (Mellard, McKnight, & Jordan, 2010; Stuart et al., 2011).  The 
teachers associated with this study in each building implement an RTI framework and 
receive ongoing professional development, but a deficit in each of their perceptions of 
implementation practices still exists.  This study found the Perceptions of Practices scores 
for School B were higher than School A.  School B also had a higher Perceptions of 
Practices assessment scores than School A.  School B teachers reported higher self-
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efficacy of implementation of RTI practices and that RTI implementation Often Occurs 
as designed with a mean score of 4.08.  School A teachers reported lower self-efficacy of 
implementation scores and that RTI implementation Sometimes Occurs as designed with 
a mean score of 3.57.  School B had consistently higher student achievement scores in 
ORF and MCF.  The practical significance of these findings support higher student 
achievement is linked to higher teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices scores, 
as reported on the Perceptions of Practices Survey.     
Additionally, OCDQ-RE scores were also higher for School B compared to the 
school climate score for School A.  School A scored higher in dimensions that indicate a 
school climate is unhealthy and unsupportive, whereas School B scored lower in these 
dimensions and higher in the dimensions that indicate a healthy and supportive school 
climate.  School B had a higher teacher Perception of Practices scores where teachers 
reported RTI implementation as designed Often Occurs and reported a supportive and 
healthy Open school climate.  School A teachers reported RTI implementation as 
designed Sometimes Occurs and an unsupportive and unhealthy Engaged school climate.  
This suggests higher Perception of Practices scores correspond to higher perceptions of 
OCDQ-RE scores.  
Research has also found teachers are not comfortable implementing the new 
instructional strategies and require additional professional development for effective 
implementation (Palincsar & Herrenkohl, 2002).  Research supports teachers are more 
effective and more likely to implement what they have learned during professional 
development that occurs continuously, providing the opportunity to discuss successes and 
failures they face as implementation occurs (Garet et al., 1999).  The teachers associated 
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with this study were provided access to an RTI consultant that should have provided the 
ongoing, continuous professional development to increase teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation, yet School A reported implementation of the RTI framework only 
Sometimes Occurs.  School B reported implementation of the RTI framework Often 
Occurs.  This suggests there is still a deficit in the perceptions of teacher’s self-efficacy 
of implementation practices.  To increase teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices at both schools, RTI fidelity should be a focus of professional development.  
This focus would support teachers as they familiarize and adopt the RTI framework as 
part of their pedagogy.  School leaders should provide this support through ongoing 
professional development as teachers begin to understand the instructional practices 
within RTI, which may not be part of their current pedagogy.   
A comprehensive overview of RTI is necessary for the promotion and 
implementation of an effective early intervention system (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006).  Prior 
researchers concentrated on those interventions that help teachers learn about new 
instructional initiatives and integrate them into their practices. Previous research has 
shown that, along with formal education, professional development, and the principal as 
tools for teacher education, teacher coaches also provided increased teacher skills 
(Coburn & Woulfin, 2012).  Moreover, the research supported coaches as facilitators who 
helped the teachers implement the initiative with more resolve as they assisted teachers 
with the technical challenges of classroom implementation.  The research also showed 
coaches can help teachers push past their initial resistance from their pre-existing views, 
stemming from the climate and culture of the intervention and their perceived response 
(Coburn & Woulfin, 2012).  The findings of this study show that there is a deficit in the 
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implementation practices of both schools.  While School A RTI implementation 
Sometimes Occurs as designed and School B RTI implementation Often Occurs as 
designed, the perception of the teachers should be that RTI implementation Always 
Occurs as designed in order to optimize results of the instructional framework.  Although 
the district employs an RTI consultant and RTI interventionists, the addition of an RTI 
teacher coach in each building may supplement daily instructional support, ensuring 
fidelity.   
Research describes those who pursue a career in education hold positive beliefs 
and attitude toward teaching, students, and schools (Kennedy, 2008).  Teachers are held 
accountable for student outcomes by district, state, and federal government mandates, but 
teachers also hold themselves accountable.  Building on teacher positive beliefs and self-
accountability, when given an active role in the intervention model where fidelity of RTI 
intervention implementation, data collection, progress monitoring, and all other tasks 
associated with RTI lead to increased outcomes for students and teachers, teachers will 
assume ownership of RTI implementation practices.  Previous studies have found 
ensuring teacher perceptions of RTI are positive will have improved outcomes of 
interventions, improved data for decision making, and a collaborative effort that will 
contribute to a successful RTI framework of instruction (Nunn et al., 2009).  The results 
of this study suggest focusing professional development on the individual components of 
RTI, RTI fidelity, and providing opportunities for teacher participation in the RTI process 
will positively influence programming.  This result will contribute to each building’s 
foundation of collective teacher efficacy of teachers who have higher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices and are active in the planning process.  Bandura (2011) 
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believed collective teacher efficacy affects the perceptions and expectations of the 
teaching staff.  Influencing the collective teaching staff as it would the individual teacher 
with regards to their level of commitment, willingness to implement instructional 
methods, and their dedication to the implementation of educational reforms will support 
teachers who are new to the district or RTI framework. 
Each school has between 1 and 4 staff members who are in either their first or 
second year of teaching.  Therefore, school leaders should consider ongoing professional 
development, the addition of building-based RTI teacher coaches, and active teacher 
participation that increase teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices in an RTI 
framework to sustain student achievement and skill acquisition.   
School Climate 
 Improving school climate in both schools will affect the intended outcomes of the 
RTI framework of instruction.  Sergiovanni (2001) explored the characteristics of 
effective schools:   
• student-centered,  
• teachers are always receiving support through in-service training programs, 
• teachers foster creative problem solving, and 
• teachers receive opportunities that will help them perform their duties.  
The two elementary schools in this study met the criteria of effective schools, but may 
not be optimizing their efforts.  The schools are using an RTI framework that is a student-
centered instructional model, school leaders are providing professional development 
opportunities, and the teachers have access to an RTI consultant and interventionist.  Still, 
School A teachers reported perceptions of school climate that are not reflective of the 
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supports they are receiving.  School A reported an Engaged school climate, which means 
there is cooperation, respect, and openness among teachers, but not between the teachers 
and the principal.  The principal does not provide leadership, effective support, and 
encouragement.  Each school in this study has one building leader, a principal, who is 
responsible for daily operations, strategic planning, and is the instructional leader of the 
building.  Although School B teachers felt they receive feedback and open and honest 
dialogue from their principal, School A teachers did not.     
Teacher Self-Efficacy and School Climate 
 Differences existed between School A and School B ratings of teacher self-
efficacy and school climate.  School A reported lower self-efficacy and school climate 
and School B reported higher self-efficacy and school climate, but both schools could 
implement supports and practices to improve their scores.  Improvement in both teacher 
self-efficacy and school climate scores would continue to positively influence student 
outcomes.  
 The leader of each school is an active agent of educational change.  Establishing 
educational initiatives intended to act as sustainable positive change on teachers, school 
climate, and student outcomes requires the knowledge of the initiatives and 
implementation.  Russ-eft and Preskill (2009) cited knowledge school leaders must 
possess to succeed in implementing sustainable change that leads to improved outcomes: 
• Adult Learning Theory 
• Designing and Implementing Learning, Performance, and Change 
Interventions 
• Evolution of Teams, Individuals, and Organizations 
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• Mediation and Management of Conflict  
• Group Dynamics 
• Interpersonal Skills 
• Systemic Operations 
• Organizational Goals 
• External Demands 
• Effectiveness and Impact of Their Work 
Each building’s school leader’s level of knowledge in each of these constructs influences 
teacher self-efficacy and school climate.  Russ-Eft and Preskill stated knowledge in these 
areas creates effective change professionals who are vitally important to the success of 
the organization and attainment of the organization’s goals.   
Shift their emphasis from training to enhancing learning and performance 
improvement.  Keep up with the pace of reengineering and restructuring.  
Manage, develop, retrain, and retain current and new employees.  Maximize 
learning technologies.  Facilitate learning to achieve the organization’s goals.  
Have a thorough understanding of their organization’s core business.  (p. 72) 
 
This study found that the instructional leaders in each school have impacted the 
school climate with their actions, or lack thereof.  Providing ongoing professional 
development for each school leader in these focused areas will allow for the school leader 
to address areas that affect teacher self-efficacy and school climate.  Professional 
development will continue to provide current knowledge of research-based practices to 
the school leaders, but they must have the appropriate support in their positions to be 
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effective instructional leaders capable of sustainable change.  Educational leaders must 
ensure that the expectations set for the school leaders of both schools is attainable.  
Responsibility for daily operations, strategic planning, instructional leadership, student 
outcomes, teacher self-efficacy, and school climate require extensive knowledge.  In 
addition to the knowledge base a school leader must possess, a significant amount of time 
is required for completion of the tasks associated with each of the responsibilities.  
Providing a shared vice-principal and RTI teacher coaches may support the school 
leaders with some of the tasks associated with their responsibilities.  Support with the 
more menial tasks would allow the school leaders to focus on high priority and complex 
issues associated with sustainable change in teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices and school climate.  Allowing others to support the school leader encourages 
and builds leadership in others.  This type of active participation creates and shares the 
vision and mission of the district.  Reinforcing the organizational goal and engaging more 
stakeholders to work towards the shared vision will provide support to teacher self-
efficacy and school climate concerns.    
Academic Intervention Support 
 Results of the 10 independent t tests only indicated significant differences 
among student change scores in MCF at Grade 5.  Additional mean evaluation of MCF at 
Grade 5 supports the statistical significance, where School B, M = 26.58, and School A, 
M = 18.05.   
 Although establishing differences in ORF and MCF via statistical analysis 
allowed for partial rejection of the null hypotheses, visual comparison of the mean 
student growth indicates School B has higher mean change scores in more grades than 
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School A.  School B also has consistently higher percentages of students in the above 
average group for ORF and MCF than School A, as previously discussed.  Additional 
statistical analyses, provided by 2x2 ANOVAs for school, for time, and for school by 
time, controlled for higher or lower starting scores while showing significance that scores 
from School B were significantly higher or increased quicker in ORF in grades 1,3, and 4 
and MCF in grades 1,2,3, and 4 in comparison to School A scores.   
Studies show students with learning deficiencies often have difficulty 
understanding abstract mathematical concepts, remembering computation facts, 
estimating, applying skills to solve word problems, and other mathematical difficulties 
(Bryant, Bryant, & Hammill, 2000).  The pedagogy that effectively moves mathematical 
concepts from abstract to concrete requires specific instructional methods.   Students at 
risk for serious mathematics deficits fail to benefit from programs aligned to the 
Common Core State Standards.  For these students, the programs do not support 
acquisition of an understanding of the structure, meaning, and operational requirements 
of mathematics.   
 Response to Intervention provides interventions that support skill acquisition, but 
most instructional tools and textbooks do not adhere to important instructional principles 
for learning in mathematics (National Mathematics Advisory Panel, 2008).  Fuchs, 
Fuchs, Karns, Hamlett, Katzaroff, and Dutka (1997) found procedural mathematics 
knowledge should be taught in a step-by-step process.  Often, the Common Core Content 
Standards require instruction outside of a student’s zone of proximal development and in 
discovery-oriented methods.  To close the achievement gap and optimize the RTI 
interventions, foundational skills should be taught to students with mathematic 
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deficiencies within an RTI framework.  Both Schools A and B should ensure instructional 
textbooks and materials adhere to the principles of mathematics skill acquisition and 
provide concrete instruction.  Providing instruction in math foundation skills, such as 
counting up to create number combinations, two-digit calculations of various operations, 
or other foundation skills, may not align with the grade level Common Core State 
Standards, but it will align with the research-based principles of mathematics instruction 
and be aligned with the student’s individual learning level, or within their Zone of 
Proximal Development.  These skills will then be reinforced through application of 
various levels of mathematics exposure.   
Future Implications 
The implications for future studies are important to the continued growth of 
student outcomes in an RTI framework of instruction where teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices and school climate influence the intended outcomes.  Based on 
the findings from this study, future researchers should acknowledge the following 
implications.  
Using a larger sample size to increase the statistical analysis options available will 
provide the opportunity to demonstrate statistical significance.  The delimitation of the 
anonymity required during administration of each of the survey tools supported honest 
participant response, but only allowed for building-level analysis.  Researchers should 
use survey tools that align with the specific nature of the focus and that support the 
research and evaluation process.  The researcher only included teaching staff in each 
building who taught Grades 1 through 5 to participate in the study to address the request 
of the district.  Researchers who replicate this study should include administrators, 
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school-based child study team members, paraprofessionals, and any other school staff.  
Response to Intervention is a collaborative process that affects all facets of a student’s 
educational program; therefore, feedback from all decision makers should be included.  
Future researchers should attend a staff meeting at each building to provide a brief 
overview of the study focus and ensure anonymity of responses.  These steps may 
increase participation and allow the researcher to answer questions about the surveys.   
Researchers should consider replicating the present study and including all six 
elementary schools located within this district.  This researcher focused on the two 
elementary schools at the request of the district and to address the specific questions that 
guided this study.  Future researchers could build on this study, evaluating the same two 
schools and examining the differences between teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices and school climate, with student growth analysis of fall, winter, and spring 
scores during a 2-year period.  Prospective researchers should investigate the differences 
between grade levels within each building to examine teacher self-efficacy, school 
climate, and student outcomes at each grade level and compare between the two buildings 
to determine if differences exist between the buildings used in the present study.  Future 
researchers can add to this study, by evaluating the impact student outcomes have on 
school climate and teacher self-efficacy.  Academic optimism impacts student outcomes 
and there may be a link between student scores and academic adversities that impact 
school climate and teacher self-efficacy that should be addressed in future studies to 
identify the extent to which they are linked.  
The researcher also feels that there is a demonstrated need for future research in 
mathematical instructional practices to close the achievement gap.  Throughout the 
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researchers time exploring literature associated with multi-tiered instructional 
frameworks and RTI there was distinct gap of instructional supports associated with 
mathematical instruction.  Limited empirical research exists in the area of mathematical 
instructional practices that increase skill acquisition compared to the amount of research-
based instructional practices for literacy skill acquisition.  Additionally, the concepts 
associated with mathematical skill acquisition require instruction that may not align with 
the Common Core Content standards or are below the students’ grade level.  Supporting 
research for instruction within a student’s Zone of Proximal Development exists 
(Vygotsky, 1986), but controversy remains regarding instruction of skills that are not 
aligned to the standards associated with the student’s grade level.   
Summary 
The ESSA stresses closing the achievement gap for students who are 
disadvantaged and have high needs (New Jersey Department of Education, 2015).  Some 
schools have responded to this challenge by borrowing multi-tiered learning strategies 
from the IDEA.  Many districts have used RTI as the multi-tiered intervention framework 
that supports all learners.   
This study was an exploration of why some schools are successful with the use of 
RTI, while others are not.  This study included two small elementary schools within the 
same New Jersey public school district that implement an RTI framework.  This study 
was guided by an understanding that multiple variables affect the learning environment 
(Brookover et al., 1978).  Research indicates school climate and teacher self-efficacy of 
implementation practices are major factors in student outcomes and are often the target of 
school reform.  The findings of this study support the difficulty in evaluating abstract 
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variables within a small population, but provided valuable data regarding differences 
between the two elementary schools in both teacher self-efficacy of implementation 
practices and school climate.  The data from this study support increased school climate 
alters teacher self-efficacy, which influences student outcomes. 
 Ensuring the success of intervention based programs is a priority of school 
districts.  If schools are able to alter their school climate, enhancing teacher self-efficacy, 
theoretically, this would influence student outcomes.  To ensure the successful 
implementation and sustained positive effect of an RTI framework of instruction, school 
leaders must negate variables that may alter the strength of the intervention model.  
Establishing ongoing professional development for teachers and school leaders, 
developing a collegial environment, and applying instructional principles appropriate to 
student needs will promote positive teacher self-efficacy, a positive school climate, and 
increase student outcomes.  Increased teacher self-efficacy of implementation practices, 
increased school climate, and appropriate instructional materials will support the positive 
effects an RTI framework of instruction has on student outcomes and skill acquisition.   
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Appendix A: Perceptions of Practice Survey 
 
Perceptions of Practices Survey 
 
Directions: For each item on this survey, please indicate how frequently or infrequently 
the given practice occurred in your school for both academics (i.e., reading and math) and 
behavior during the 2007-08 school year. Please use the following response scale: 
1 = Never Occurred (NO) 
2 = Rarely Occurred (RO) 
3 = Sometimes Occurred (SO) 
4 = Often Occurred (OO) 
5 = Always Occurred (AO) 
¡ = Do Not Know (DK) 
In my School:  
2. Data (e.g., Curriculum-Based Measurement, DIBELS, FCAT, 
Office Discipline Referrals) were used to determine the percent of 
students receiving core instruction (general education classroom 
only) who achieved benchmarks (district grade-level standards) in: 
Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
3. Data were used to make decisions about necessary changes to the core curriculum or 
discipline procedures to increase the percent of students who achieved benchmarks 
(district grade-level standards) in: 
 Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
4. Data were used (e.g., Curriculum-Based Measurement, DIBELS, Office Discipline 
Referrals) to identify at-risk students in need of supplemental and/or intensive 
interventions for: a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
5. The students identified as at-risk routinely received additional (i.e., supplemental) 
intervention(s) for: a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
6. Progress monitoring occurred for all students receiving supplemental and/or intensive 
interventions for: a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
7. Progress monitoring data (e.g., Curriculum-Based Measurement, DIBELS, behavioral 
observations) were used to determine the percent of students who received supplemental 
and/or intensive interventions and achieved grade-level benchmarks for: a. Academics 1 
2 3 4 5 ¡ 
8. A standard protocol intervention (i.e., the same type of intervention used for similar 
problems) was used initially for all students who required supplemental instruction for: a. 
Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
Directions: Items 9-18 refer to the typical Problem-Solving Team (i.e., Student Support Team, 
Intervention Assistance Team, School-Based Intervention Team, Child Study Team) meeting in 
your school last year (i.e., 2007-08) that included a student who had been referred for problem-
solving or a special education evaluation. While addressing each item for academics (math and 
reading), think of a typical case in which a student was referred for an academic concern. While 
addressing each question for behavior, think of a typical case in which a student was referred for 
a behavioral concern. Then, please indicate how frequently each of the given practices occurred 
in your school using the same scale. 
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9. The target behavior was routinely defined in terms of the desired behavior (e.g., 
Johnny will raise his hand to ask a question, Susie will read 90 correct words per minute) 
instead of the problem behavior (e.g., Johnny talks out of turn, Susie reads below grade 
level) for: a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
10. Quantifiable data (e.g., reading fluency score, percent compliance, percent on-task 
behavior) were used to a. identify the target student’s current performance in the area of 
concern for: • Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
10b. Identify the desired level of performance (i.e., the benchmark) in the area of concern 
for: • Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
10c. Identify the current performance of same-age peers using the same data as the target 
student for: • Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
11. The Problem-Solving Team routinely developed hypotheses (i.e., proposed reasons) 
explaining why the target student was not demonstrating the desired behavior for: a. 
Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
12. Data were collected to confirm the reasons that the student was not achieving the 
desired level of performance for: a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
13. Intervention plans were routinely developed based on the confirmed reasons that the 
student was not achieving the desired level of performance for: a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
14. The teacher of a student referred for problem-solving routinely received staff support 
to implement the intervention plan developed by the Problem-Solving Team for: a. 
Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
15. Data were collected routinely to determine the degree to which the intervention plans 
were being implemented as intended for: a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
16. Data were graphed routinely to simplify interpretation of student performance for: a. 
Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
17. Progress monitoring data were used to determine a. the degree to which the target 
student’s rate of progress had improved for: • Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
17b. whether the gap had decreased between the target student’s current performance and 
the desired level of performance (i.e., benchmark) for: • Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
17c. whether the gap had decreased between the target student’s current performance and 
the performance of same-age peers for: • Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
18. A student’s response-to-intervention data (e.g., rate of improvement) were used 
routinely to determine whether a student was simply behind and could learn new skills or 
whether the student’s performance was due to a disability for: a. Academics 1 2 3 4 5 ¡ 
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Appendix B: Organizational Climate Description for Elementary Schools Consent  
 
5/23/2016 ViewMail 
 
Subject:Permission 
Date Received: 
5/20/2016 6:37:00 
PM  Date Sent: Fri, 
20 May 2016 
18:37:03-0400 
Priority: Normal 
From: Wayne Hoy <whoy@me.com> 
To:  Laura Venello  <lvenello@kingswaylearningcenter.org> 
CC: 
 
 
 
Hi Laura- 
 
You have my permission to use the OCDQ-RE in your dissertation research. 
You can find more information on the  measure, including scoring instruction 
on my web  page  [www.waynekhoy.com]. 
 
Good luck. 
 
 
Wayne K. Hoy 
Fawcett Professor Emeritus in Education Administration 
The Ohio State University www.waynekhoy .com 
 
7655 Pebble  Creek  circle, #301 
Naples, FL 34108 Email: whoy@mac.comPhone: 239 595 5732 
 
WebMai!PRO©1999-2016Networks&MoreInc.PrivacyPolicy 
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Appendix C: Organizational Climate Description for Elementary Schools Survey 
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Appendix D: STEEP Benchmarks 
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Appendix E: Participant Email Invitation 
 
APPROVED Human Research Protection Protocol 
#1608004764                                                                                          Approval Date: 8-17-2016 
Hello,  
You are invited to participate in two web-based online surveys on the possible 
relationship between climate and culture and the implementation practices of Response to 
Intervention, (RtI). This study will help understand how climate and culture and 
implementation practices affect student outcomes. This study is being conducted as part 
of the dissertation requirement for my Doctoral Degree in Educational Leadership and 
Organizational Management at Drexel University under the supervision of Dr. Constance 
Lyttle, Principal Investigator and dissertation Supervising Professor.  Additionally, the 
Director of Special Services of the Millville Public Schools, Nora Zelinski, and the 
Millville Public School District Board of Education support the study and have approved 
the participation of those within the district.  Please consider, with the support of your 
district, participation in the surveys in order to achieve statistical significance.   
If you choose to participate, data collection will be completed in one phase. This phase is 
composed of two online surveys. The total amount of time for both surveys is 10-20 
minutes. Participation in this study is completely voluntary, all participants will remain 
confidential to the researcher and you are free to decide not to participate. There are no 
known risks and/or discomforts associated with this study.  
Your input is valued, and your responses will be held with the utmost 
confidentiality.  Your survey answers will be sent to a link at SurveyMonkey.com where 
data will be stored in a password protected, encrypted electronic format.  Survey Monkey 
does not collect identifying information such as your name, email address, or IP address. 
Therefore, your responses will remain anonymous.  No one will be able to identify you or 
your answers, and no one will know whether or not you participated in the study.  
Your surveys can be accessed by following the link(s) provided below or you can copy 
and paste the URLs below into a new internet browser window.  Accessing and 
completing the on-line surveys through the provided links acts as your electronic 
consent to participate.  
Follow this link to Survey 1. 
Climate and Culture or Copy and paste this URL into a NEW internet browser window. 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/OCDQ-RE 
Follow this link to Survey 2. 
Perceptions of Implementation or Copy and paste this URL into a NEW internet browser 
window. https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/perceptionsPOPs 
 
If you have any questions, I would be happy to talk to you in more detail. I can be 
reached at (856)-649-8362 or by email at lev37@drexel.edu. You may also contact the 
Principal Investigator: Constance Lyttle, Ph.D, J.D., Drexel University, School of 
Education, (215)-571-3795;cfl28@drexel.edu 
 
Thank you for your time. I look forward to your response.  
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Sincerely,  
Laura Venello (856)-649-8362  lev37@drexel.edu  
Co-Investigator  
Doctoral Candidate Ed.D in Educational Leadership and Management   
(THIS EMAIL WAS SENT AS A BLIND COPY TO PROTECT YOUR PRIVACY) 
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Appendix F: Participant Email Final Invitation 
 
APPROVED  
Human Research Protection Protocol #1608004764                                     Approval Date: 8-17-2016 
Hello!   
 
As you are finishing the winter universal screening assessments with your students, the 
survey response collection period is ending on January 31, 2017.  Please consider 
completing the two brief surveys.  The total amount of time for both surveys is only 
10-20 minutes 
Thank you if you have already completed both surveys.  If you have only completed 1/2 
please complete both by January 31, 2017.  If you have yet to complete either, you are 
invited to participate in two web-based online surveys on the possible relationship 
between climate and culture and the implementation practices of Response to 
Intervention, (RtI), by January 31, 2017. This study will help understand how climate 
and culture and implementation practices affect student outcomes. This study is being 
conducted as part of the dissertation requirement for my Doctoral Degree in Educational 
Leadership and Organizational Management at Drexel University under the supervision 
of Dr. Constance Lyttle, Principal Investigator and dissertation Supervising 
Professor.  Additionally the Director of Special Services of the Millville Public Schools, 
Nora Zelinski, and the Millville Public School District Board of Education support the 
study and have approved the participation of those within the district.  Please consider, 
with the support of your district, participation in the surveys in order to achieve statistical 
significance.   
If you choose to participate, data collection will be completed in one phase. This phase is 
composed of two online surveys. The total amount of time for both surveys is only 10-
20 minutes. Participation in this study is completely voluntary, all participants will 
remain confidential to the researcher and you are free to decide not to participate. There 
are no known risks and/or discomforts associated with this study. Your input is valued, 
and your responses will be held with the utmost confidentiality.  Your survey answers 
will be sent to a link at SurveyMonkey.com where data will be stored in a password 
protected, encrypted electronic format.  Survey Monkey does not collect identifying 
information such as your name, email address, or IP address. Therefore, your responses 
will remain anonymous.  No one will be able to identify you or your answers, and no 
one will know whether or not you participated in the study. Your surveys can be accessed 
by following the link(s) provided below or you can copy and paste the URLs below into a 
new internet browser window.  Accessing and completing the on-line surveys through 
the provided links acts as your electronic consent to participate.   
 Follow this link to Survey 1. Right Click and Open Link in New Tab/Window 
Climate and Culture or Copy and paste this URL into a NEW internet browser window. 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/OCDQ-RE 
Follow this link to Survey 2. Right Click and Open Link in New Tab/Window 
Perceptions of Implementation or Copy and paste this URL into a NEW internet browser 
window. https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/perceptionsPOPs 
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If you have any questions, I would be happy to talk to you in more detail. I can be 
reached at (856)-649-8362 or by email at lev37@drexel.edu. You may also contact the 
Principal Investigator: Constance Lyttle, Ph.D, J.D., Drexel University, School of 
Education, (215)-571-3795;cfl28@drexel.edu 
Thank you for your time. I look forward to your response.  
Sincerely,  Laura Venello (856)-649-8362  lev37@drexel.edu  
Co-Investigator Doctoral Candidate Ed.D in Educational Leadership and Management   
(THIS EMAIL WAS SENT AS A BLIND COPY TO PROTECT YOUR PRIVACY) 
 
 
 
